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Abstract 
The national principal shortage caused by the competing factors of an aging 
workforce, along with recent changes to the role expectations of the principalship making 
the position less desirable to potential candidates have been well documented in recent 
years.  Effective schools research shows that principals are second only to classroom 
teachers in having a positive impact on student achievement.  Traditionally, new 
principals come from the ranks of current teachers.  This study explores the motivating 
and inhibiting factors that educators consider when deciding to pursue the principalship. 
A web-based survey was administered to teachers in a large school district with 
urban, suburban, and rural schools and 196 responses were analyzed.  The data from this 
study suggest the primary motivating factors to pursue the principalship are; the desire to 
make a positive difference for others, the ability to influence or improve a school, 
instructional leadership, the ability to initiate change, professional challenge, higher 
salary, developing and implementing a vision for school improvement, the desire to be a 
leader, personal challenge, and job opportunities for the future or movement along a 
career path.  The primary inhibiting factors are; the amount of stress, the politics of the 
position, working with parents in negative or contentious situations, bureaucracy, the 
impact on family life or family responsibilities, the distance from the classroom or 
student contacts, the length of the work day, the length of the work week, accountability 
for student achievement, and the amount of responsibility.  These results are consistent 
 iii 
with Hertzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory, which states that motivating factors are 
primarily intrinsic and inhibiting factors are primarily extrinsic.  Additionally, this study 
showed relationships between other factors and motivation to pursue the principalship.  
Specifically, encouragement by others, participation in a leadership role, and possession 
of a principal’s license were all linked to increased interest in the principalship.  Finally, 
recommendations are offered to districts and higher education regarding ways that they 
can mitigate or address the factors surrounding the principal shortage. 
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Chapter One: Introduction and Statement of the Problem 
In the 18 years after World War II, from 1946 to 1964, the United States 
experienced a dramatic surge in births, creating what is commonly known as the baby 
boom generation.  This group of people is now between 47 and 65 years old, and rapidly 
approaching the age of retirement.  The imminent mass exodus of people from the 
workforce will create significant problems for those remaining as baby boomers take 
their knowledge, leadership, and skills into retirement with them.  In the field of public 
education, this phenomenon will affect not just the teaching ranks, but also the 
principalship in a dramatic way.  According to Gates et al. (2003), during the 1999-2000 
school year the average age of public school principals was 49.3 and private school 
principals were 49.9.  Moreover, the majority (53 percent) of public school principals 
were between ages 46 and 55 while the ages of private school principals were more 
evenly distributed across a range from 35 to 65.  By 2007-08, the average age of public 
school principals remained at 49 while the average age of private school principals had 
climbed to 51, with 43.5 percent of them being in the 55-years-or-older age range (Battle, 
2009).  In 1999, the Educational Research Service (ERS, 1999) anticipated that nearly 40 
percent of public school principals nationwide would retire or otherwise leave the 
principalship before 2010.  According to the NAESP Fact Sheet on the Principal Shortage 
(retrieved on 02/15/07 from www.naesp.org), 66 percent of respondents to a 2002 one-
question survey indicated that they were planning to retire within 6-10 years.  Battle and 
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Gruber (2010) reported on the movement of public, private, and Bureau of Indian 
Education funded school principals from the 2007-08 school year to the 2008-09 school 
year.  Of these 117,140 principals, 80 percent stayed at the same school , 6 percent 
moved to a different school, and 12 percent left the principalship altogether.  
Furthermore, of the approximately 10,690 principals who left the principalship from 
2007-08 to 2008-09, 45.4 percent of them were reported to be retired.  
The Changing Nature of the Principalship 
In addition to the upcoming retirement of the baby boom generation, the increased 
stress and difficulty of the principalship is dissuading potential principal candidates from 
pursuing school leadership roles.  According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics: 
A sharp increase in responsibilities in recent years has made the job more 
stressful, and has discouraged some teachers from taking positions in 
administration.  Principals are now being held more accountable for the 
performance of students and teachers, while at the same time they are required to 
adhere to a growing number of government regulations.  In addition, overcrowded 
classrooms, safety issues, budgetary concerns, and teacher shortages in some 
areas all are creating additional stress for administrators.  Many teachers feel the 
higher pay of administrators is not high enough to compensate for the greater 
responsibilities (2005, Job Outlook Section, para 3). 
Furthermore, the challenges that face current principals are not only dissuading 
newly certified people from applying for administrative positions, but also causing 
practicing administrators to consider leaving the job.  In the coming years, school 
districts may be struggling to fill their open principal and assistant principal positions 
Adams (1999). 
Identifying and Recruiting Potential Principals 
The traditional path to the principalship is that of teacher progressing to teacher-
in-a-leadership-role (such as team leader, department chair, instructional coach, etc.), 
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then on to dean or assistant principal, and finally principal.  Alternative paths to the 
Superintendency via business, politics, or the military have been successful, but little has 
been written regarding alternative paths to the principalship.  In reality, because the 
principal’s role as instructional leader has received more emphasis in recent years, 
alternative paths to the principalship may become even more unlikely as a background 
that includes classroom teaching experience increases as a commodity for potential 
candidates.  Research on aspiring principals has focused primarily on principal 
preparation programs and methods that school districts use to identify, recruit, and 
support new school leaders.  Several research articles and essays indicate that the so-
called “Principal Shortage” is not one of numbers so much as it is of qualified or effective 
candidates for open principal positions (Bloom & Krovetz, 2001, ERS, 1998, ERS, 2000, 
Lashway, 2003, Hess and Kelly, 2005).  Many districts nationwide are addressing this 
issue by hiring recent retirees to backfill principalships when qualified candidates do not 
apply, nurturing partnerships with local universities to create in-house leadership 
academies, increasing administrative internship opportunities for teachers who may be 
interested in obtaining their principal license, and improving induction programs for new 
administrators through staff development and mentorships for new principals.  Effective 
mentoring programs are important for the success of new school leaders because they can 
jump-start the mastery of skills needed to lead change in teaching and learning.  An 
effective mentoring program should be school-based and organized around student 
achievement problems (Gray, et al, 2007). 
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Why Are More Teachers Not Interested in Becoming Principals? 
Many teachers, who would otherwise be interested in preparing for the 
principalship, are electing not to pursue school leadership due to a number of factors.  
Lovely (2004a) asserts that contributing factors include: long hours, job overload, 
government mandates and accountability, societal problems reflected in student 
populations, work-related stress brought about by funding issues, special education 
requirements, and demands to meet achievement standards, inadequate pay, and 
institutional interference such as constraints in employee contracts and the bureaucratic 
and political structure of the district office. 
The Purpose of This Study 
In their review of leadership influences on student achievement, Leithwood et al. 
(2004) concluded, “Leadership is second only to classroom instruction among all school-
related factors that contribute to what students learn at school” (p. 5).  Given the 
importance of school leadership in student success, along with the assertion that fewer 
qualified candidates are pursuing the principalship, an understanding of the factors and 
criteria that potential school leaders use when deciding whether or not to pursue a career 
in school leadership can provide valuable information to school districts as they develop 
strategies to address the principal shortage. 
Research Question and Hypotheses 
The primary research question to be answered by this study is: What motivating 
or inhibiting factors do educators consider when deciding to pursue the principalship?  
Within that overarching research question, several hypotheses will be tested.  All 
hypotheses are stated in the null form.  1)  Encouragement by a principal, coworker, or 
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family member will have no effect on respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  
2)  Participation in a leadership role, specifically those of instructional coach or teacher-
on-special-assignment, will have no effect on respondents’ intent to apply for the 
principalship.  3)  There is no gender difference in respondents’ intent to apply for the 
principalship.  4)  Perception of the relationship between salary and job responsibilities 
will have no impact on respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  5)  Possession 
of a principal’s license will have no impact on respondents’ intent to apply for the 
principalship. 
The Potential Contribution of this Study to Research Knowledge and Educational 
Practice 
It is my hope that this study will provide school districts with insight into the 
motivating and inhibiting factors considered by potential school leaders when 
determining the course of their career path into or away from the principalship.  By 
understanding the inspirations and the obstructions, school districts may be able to take 
steps to maximize the likelihood that qualified candidates will decide to pursue leadership 
positions. 
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Chapter Two: Review of the Literature 
A History of the Principalship – Role and Changes 
When public education was in its infancy, the principalship did not exist as it does 
today.  Often, schools had a head teacher (the principal) who was responsible for the 
supervision or training of the junior teachers at the school in addition to teaching.  As 
schools became larger and more complex during the industrial revolution and beyond, the 
role of the principal separated from the role of the teacher as the need for administrative 
functioning of a school became necessary (Phillips, Rahan, & Renihan, 2003).  During 
the 1980’s, the rise of teaching in professional status led to the emphasis of school 
management and incorporated business models of leadership and managing change in 
administrative preparation programs and the de-emphasis of the principal’s role in terms 
of teaching and learning.   
Educational reforms of the 1980s and 90s…further impacted the principal’s job 
description.  While curriculum standards and accountability were centralized, 
operational responsibility was increasingly devolved to the school site.  Parental 
choice and involvement in governance was encouraged, and school achievement 
results were made public.  In this setting, the critical skills required by the 
building principal expanded to include goal-setting, planning, financial resource 
management and development, human resource management and development, 
the development of information systems, marketing, public relations, and 
compliance with accountability requirements.  Coping with the new environment 
created by systemic reforms once more shifted principal energy and focus away 
from instruction (Phillips, Rahan, & Renihan, 2003, p. 14). 
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However, the latest educational reforms of the new millennia are bringing the role 
of the principal back to that of instructional leader, in addition to all of the management 
and leadership roles that have been added to the job over the past 20 years. 
The Link between the Principal and Effective Schools 
The link between a strong principal and a successful school is not new.  Terry 
(1996) noted that successful schools are invariably led by a principal who is recognized 
as an instructional leader.  In their review of leadership influences on student 
achievement, Leithwood et al. (2004) admit that evidence about the effect of leadership 
on student learning is difficult to interpret.  As a matter of fact, they claim that much of 
the existing research actually underestimates its effects, and that leadership may directly 
or indirectly account for as much as a quarter of total school effects.  If this is true, then 
Leithwood contends that leadership is second only to classroom instruction among all 
school-related factors that contribute to what students learn at school (Leithwood, et al., 
2004).  Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2003) established that there is in fact a 
substantial relationship between school leadership and student achievement.  Their meta-
analysis found that a one standard deviation improvement in leadership practices would 
translate into a 10-percentile point increase in student achievement.  However, the 
management responsibilities of the principal still remain important and cannot be 
sacrificed on behalf of instructional leadership.  Instead, both instructional skills and 
management skills must be integrated by school principals in a process Terry (1996) 
coined transformational leadership.  Portin et al (2003) identified seven critical leadership 
functions that must be performed in all schools regardless of type or level.  Those 
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leadership functions are: Instructional Leadership, Cultural Leadership, Managerial 
Leadership, Human Resource Leadership, Strategic Leadership, External Development 
Leadership, and Micropolitical Leadership.  These functions must be performed either by 
the principal or by someone else, but in most schools, all of them typically fall on the 
shoulders of the principal. 
The Principal Shortage 
History of research.  The apprehension among educators about a potential 
shortage of qualified candidates for the principalship can be traced back to the late 1980s 
and early 1990s (Bowles, 1990, McCormick, 1987).  In 1997, the issue was brought to 
the forefront when the National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) 
and the National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) commissioned the 
Educational Research Service (ERS) to explore the issue.  The resulting report confirmed 
that there was cause for concern, noting “about half of the surveyed districts reported that 
there was a shortage of qualified candidates for the principal positions they were 
attempting to fill.  This shortage occurred among rural schools (52%), suburban schools 
(45%), and urban schools (47%)” (ERS, 1998, results section, para 8).  However, they 
also noted that the issue appears to be one of quality rather than quantity.  The pool of 
adequately certified people is large enough to fill the projected number of openings, but 
the number of highly capable applicants is on the decline.  A follow-up study (ERS, 
2000) argued that addressing the factors that are contributing to the decline in qualified 
applicants is a critical issue for public education.  Since 2000, much of the research on 
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the topic has focused on reasons behind the shortage and potential solutions, from both a 
school district and an educational policy standpoint. 
Characteristics of principals.  A 2003 study described the characteristics of 
school principals in both the public and private sector at the dawn of the new millennia.  
Of the approximately 110,000 principals in 1999-2000, 81 percent worked in public 
schools.  Between 1988 and 2000, the average age of principals in the public sector 
increased slightly from 47.8 to 49.3, and in the private sector from 46 to 49.9.  Public 
school principals averaged 14 years experience as a teacher followed by 9 years 
experience as a principal while private school principals averaged 14.5 years experience 
in the classroom and 10.2 years experience as a principal (Gates et al, 2003).  The general 
trend appears to be that principals are getting either older or younger.  Data from the U.S. 
Department of Education’s National Center for Educational Statistics (Snyder, Dillow, & 
Hoffman, 2009) show that in 1993-1994, 42.3 percent of all public school principals were 
aged 50 or older.  In 1999-2000, that percentage increased to 54.0 percent, and then 
increased again in 2003-2004 to 56.1 percent.  Even more dramatically, according to the 
same data, the percentage of public school principals that were aged 55 or older has 
increased from 18.6 percent in 1993-1994 to 21.6 percent in 1999-2000, to 28.5 percent 
in 2003-2004.  While the percentage of elder principals is increasing, the percentage of 
younger principals is also increasing.  Snyder, Dillow, and Hoffman (2009) reveal that 
the percentage of public school principals under the age of 40 has also increased from 7.5 
percent in 1993-1994, to 10.1 percent in 1999-2000, to 14.7 percent in 2003-2004.  When 
looking at private schools, the trend toward older principals mirrors that of public 
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schools, with the percentage of private school principals aged 55 or older increasing from 
26.2 percent in 1993-1994 to 30.4 percent in 1999-2000 to 37.5 percent in 2003-2004.  
However, in private schools, the trend toward younger principals is not as evident, with 
the percentage of private school principals under the age of 40 going from 19.1 percent in 
1993-1994, down to 14.3 percent in 1999-2000, and then increasing slightly in 2003-
2004 to 16.0 percent.   
The vast majority of principals come from the ranks of teachers.  In 1999-2000 
over 99 percent of public school principals and nearly 90 percent of private school 
principals had teaching experience, demonstrating that the transition from teaching to the 
principalship is a common step for school administrators.  However, very little is known 
about how, when, and why this transition occurs because it has received little attention 
from education researchers (Gates et al., 2003).  Recent emphasis on the principal as 
instructional leader provides further support for the traditional path to the principalship 
through the teaching ranks.  Hoang (2009) conducted a study of superintendents’ 
attitudes toward alternatively licensed principals and found that although they would 
consider alternatively licensed principals to be a viable alternative if they had a shortage 
of qualified candidates, superintendents had a major concern about the ability of 
alternatively licensed principals to effectively increase student achievement through 
instructional leadership. 
Furthermore, a large portion of school administrators nationwide is nearing 
retirement age.  According to Battle (2009) the average age of all public school principals 
in 2007-08 was 49 with 34.4 percent of them being 55-years-old or older.  In addition, the 
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average number of years experience as a public school principal had declined from 9 
years (Gates, 2003) to 7.5 years (Battle, 2009), an indicator of the administrative turnover 
that has occurred during the mid-2000s.  The same figures were presented by Aud, 
Hussar, et al. (2010, p. viii-ix), who stated “at public elementary and secondary schools, 
the percentage of principals under 40 years old increased, as did the percentage of 
principals 55 years and older, while the percentage of principals between 45 and 54 years 
old decreased.”  Data tables later in the publication (Aud, Hussar, et al., 2010, p. 248) 
showed that the percentage of all U.S. school principals aged 55 or older has increased 
from 23.7 percent in 1999-2000 to 34.4 percent in 2007-2008.  In addition, the percentage 
of principals under the age of 40 has also increased during the same eight-year time span, 
from 11.1 percent in 1999-2000 to 18.6 percent in 2007-2008.  There was a substantial 
decrease in experience of public school principals at both the elementary and the 
secondary level from 1999-2000 to 2007-08.  Regarding public secondary school 
principals, there was a reduction in the percentage of principals with 20 or more years 
experience by almost half, from 10.1 to 5.4 percent during that span, while at the same 
time, the percentage of principals with three or fewer years increased from 30.3 to 35.5 
percent.  In looking at public school principals at the elementary level, the percentage of 
principals with 20 or more years experience decreased from 12 to 7.6 percent during that 
span, while at the same time, the percentage of principals with three or fewer years 
increased from 29.5 to 34.1 percent (Aud, Hussar, et al., 2010).  The fact that older 
principals are increasing at the same time that the average number of years experience is 
decreasing may indicate that a large number of principals are entering this role late in 
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their careers.  As principals enter into the profession closer to retirement, they have fewer 
years “on the job” to gain the necessary skills to be successful. 
Stricherz (2001) noted that younger principals are scarcer in urban school districts 
than they are in rural districts.  He asserted that college graduates from rural districts do 
not return home, leading to a dearth of applicants and creating an overall pool of younger, 
less experienced candidates for rural principalships.  However, the potential richness of 
the experience may also serve as an enticement for young principal candidates to take a 
position in a rural district.  Since rural districts typically operate with fewer overall staff, 
the principal has the opportunity to develop curriculum and standards, establish policies 
and procedures, and gain many other experiences that may not be available in larger 
districts with more staff. 
Reasons for shortage.  Retirements and the baby-boom effect.  According to the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, there will be a 9 to 17 percent increase in job openings for 
education administrators in the coming years, asserting,  
As education and training take on greater importance in everyone’s lives, the need 
for people to administer education programs will grow.  Job opportunities for 
many of these positions should also be excellent because a large proportion of 
educational administrators are expected to retire over the next 10 years (Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, 2005, Job Outlook Section, para 1). 
Other organizations concur; according to an Educational Research Service (ERS, 
1999) study of the state of the K-8 principalship; the turnover rate was expected to 
exceed 40 percent between 1998 and 2008.  A 2002 NAESP survey in which 66 percent 
of respondents indicated they intended to retire in the next 6-10 years (NAESP Fact Sheet 
on the Principal Shortage, retrieved on 02/15/07). 
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Changing characteristics/job satisfaction.  One of the reasons behind the 
shortage stems from a belief that the changing characteristics and expectations of the job 
in recent years has made the principalship unattractive to the veteran teachers who create 
the labor pool from which school administrators are drawn.  This new landscape 
dramatically increases the pressures of the job. 
At best, principals strive to provide political vision and unity of purpose within 
challenging, dynamic, and highly political settings.  At worst, principals are faced 
with the unrelenting task of maintaining structure and order within increasingly 
hostile, unpredictable, and conflict laden environments (Davis, 1997, p. 73). 
These forces of change have made a dramatic impact on the role expectations of 
the principal.  Today’s principals are expected to hold their school and teachers 
accountable for student achievement and growth linked to specific performance targets, 
using research-based approaches to education.  They are expected to educate all students 
to the higher standard required for success in a global economy using large-scale 
initiatives with convincing results (Phillips, Rahan, & Renihan, 2003).  In today’s results-
driven world, it is not surprising that the principalship has become so stressful.  The 
result of today’s state and federal mandates to monitor student achievement and progress 
through standardized exams, school accountability reports, and other means, is that 
schools leaders feel increased pressure to improve their school and increased fear that 
they will be replaced if they do not.  In a study of more than 1700 California principals, 
Davis (1997) found that about a third of principals who leave their positions in any given 
year do so involuntarily.  Davis goes on to point out that both in California and in many 
other states, principals have relatively few due process and job protections when 
compared to teachers. 
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Salary versus additional time, duties, and stress.  According to Cushing, Kerrins, 
and Johnstone (2003), the shortage of credentialed applicants for principal positions is 
due to the increased number of responsibilities and expectations that have been added to 
the principalship in recent years.  They cite three specific reasons why they believe that 
qualified applicants aren’t applying for principal positions; low pay, specifically the pay 
differential between a beginning principal and an experienced teacher, job stress that 
stems from public criticism and high accountability demands, and long hours that include 
nights, weekends, and a significantly longer school year as compared to a teaching 
position.  In 1997, the Educational Research Service  surveyed 1,323 randomly selected 
principals nationwide and asked about the ability of public education to attract quality 
candidates to the principalship.  The most frequent reasons for concerns were low salary 
(28.7%), long hours (12.8%), increasing responsibilities (12.6%), work-related stress 
(10.5%), not enough difference from teachers’ salaries (9.4%) and not enough support 
(9.4%)(ERS, 1999). 
Cooke and Licciardi (2007) examined the state of principals’ salaries for 2006-07 
based on data from the National Survey of Salaries and Wages in Public Schools 
conducted annually by ERS.  They reported that the national average salary for 
elementary school principals was 67.2 percent higher than the average annual salary paid 
to K-12 classroom teachers ($82, 414 compared to $49,294).  However, the difference 
between the averages of the highest scheduled salaries for elementary principals 
compared to the highest scheduled salaries for classroom teachers in the same school 
system was only 40.6 percent ($93,484 compared to $66,510).  When factoring in the 
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national average number of additional days that principals are scheduled to work 
compared to classroom teachers, (225 days compared to 187 days) the average principal 
makes just 39 percent more per day than the average classroom teacher ($366.28/day 
compared to $263.60/day) and the highest paid elementary principals make just 16.8 
percent more than the highest paid classroom teachers ($415.48/day compared to 
$355.67/day).  According to Battle (2009), results from the 2007-08 Schools and Staffing 
Survey conducted by the U.S. Department of Education showed that the average annual 
salary for public school principals was $85,700 with an average workweek of 58.4 hours 
and the average annual salary for private school principals was $57,500 with an average 
workweek of 53.6 hours. 
The issues concerning salary compared to workload are not limited to just 
principals, but appear to be factors for other administrative positions as well including 
Assistant principals (Chen, Blendinger, & McGrath, 2000, Fields & Egley, 2005) and 
Superintendents (Fuller, Campbell, et al., 2003).  Pijanowski and Brady (2009) reported 
on the differences in salary paths between teachers and administrators in large, mostly 
urban school districts when compared to smaller, poorer, and more rural districts in 
Arkansas.  Their study found that although there was consistency between large and 
small districts regarding the salary increase in moving from a 15 year teacher to assistant 
principal, there were significant disparities between districts when looking at the move 
from assistant principal to principal.  In small and very small districts, they noted that 
elementary principals earned 8.38 percent more per contract day than assistant principals, 
but in very large districts, this discrepancy is 14.69 percent.  Due to the initial 
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discrepancies between teacher salaries between large and small districts, and then 
factoring in the larger percentage increase at the step into the principalship, Pijanowski 
and Brady report that in very large districts, principals earn almost $13,000 per year more 
than principals in small districts. 
In 2001, Newton and Zeitoun conducted a study examining whether job 
requirements and work conditions influence teacher attraction to the principalship by 
having 239 randomly selected teachers rate position announcements for a principal 
vacancy.  They found that the factors of school size and hours required per week both had 
a significant negative impact on teacher ratings with attraction for the job decreasing as 
the size of the school or the hours required per week increased.  In addition, they found 
gender differences in the response, with men rating the position announcements 
significantly more positively than women.  When the position announcement varied in 
the expectations for a particular leadership style, both genders rated a collaborative 
leadership style more positively than a traditional or hierarchical model. 
What to do about the principal shortage.  In addition to the attempts made in 
recent years to identify the reasons for the principal shortage, a number of researchers, 
school districts, and analysts have suggested ideas or implemented strategies for 
addressing the issue.  These strategies include short-term solutions such as hiring recent 
retirees to backfill principal openings and dividing the principalship into two roles 
(Archer, 2004b, Grubb & Flessa, 2006, Muffs & Schmitz, 1999) as well as long-term 
solutions designed to address leadership succession programs, recruitment/retention, 
induction, and mentoring. 
 17 
Long-term solutions – succession planning/grow your own.  The research and 
recommendations to refill the pipeline of potential candidates generally centers on school 
districts creating a formal recruitment and training program.  Rather than advertising 
principal openings and waiting to see who applies, an increasing number of districts are 
actively recruiting and training their own teacher candidates for the principalship.  
Beaudin, Thompson, and Jacobson (2002, p. 31) claimed  that the “districts that offer 
strong induction and professional development programs to prepare their teachers to take 
on leadership roles, and then provide appropriate opportunity and compensation for doing 
so, will reap many benefits.”  The benefits they described included higher retention rates, 
greater opportunities to nurture a pool of talented leaders to succeed retiring 
administrators, improved networking and communication within and across schools, and 
giving potential principals the opportunity to hone their skills prior to entry into the 
position.  Bingham and Gottfried (2003) promoted the same concept, saying that districts 
should provide training and opportunities within the organization to develop teachers as 
leaders, as well as negotiating formal agreements between the district and university to 
jointly recruit and select candidates for university-based certification programs.  Olson 
(2008) described the three different programs used in 2006 by the Long Beach, CA 
school district to identify and recruit potential leaders.  First, they held a series of three 
full-day workshops for aspiring assistant principals, also, a five-day workshop for 
assistant principals aspiring to be principals along with an additional five days spent 
shadowing an existing principal, and finally a licensure program for current teacher-
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leaders offered jointly from the district and California State University – Long Beach and 
taught by both university faculty members and district administrators. 
A number of researchers have been critical of current university principal 
preparation programs (Lashway, 2003, Levine, 2005, Hess & Kelly, 2005) or advocated 
for reform in the principal selection process (Bingham and Gottfried, 2003, Lovely, 
2004b).  These criticisms range from low university admission requirements for colleges 
of education, to lack of rigor within university coursework, to lack of connection between 
university courses and the actual role expectations of the principalship.  As a result, 
universities are revamping their principal preparation programs and districts are 
modifying their hiring expectations to include more authentic leadership experiences 
during the candidate selection and training process.  For example, Chicago school 
districts revamped their requirements for becoming a principal by not only expecting 
candidates to pass oral and written exams, but also to demonstrate instructional 
leadership skills through an internship or previous experience (Archer, 2004a).  
Increasingly, districts and universities are recognizing that previous leadership 
experiences are a critical feature for the success of the new generation of school leaders.  
According to Browne-Ferrigno and Muth (2001), the three factors influencing 
candidates’ self-reported readiness to assume the principalship at the end of a principal 
licensure program are the candidates’ prior leadership experiences and opportunities, 
encouragement from and mentoring by practicing principals, and personal issues such as 
family responsibilities and career goals. 
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Long-term solutions – mentoring.  One of the consequences of the principal 
shortage is that assistant principals and resource teachers are assuming principalships 
after a relatively short time period.  As a result, these new administrators may not have 
the background or depth of knowledge necessary to be fully successful.  In a January, 
2001 article, Bloom and Krovetz state: 
Historically, most principals have served in assistant principalship or resource 
teacher positions for a number of years before stepping into the principalship.  
With a little bit of luck and with good mentoring and a solid graduate program, 
those who serve for a few years in these roles amass many of the skills and much 
of the knowledge required to succeed in the principalship.  However, in these 
days of principal shortages, we have found that many assistant principals and 
resource teachers are moving into principalships after serving for relatively short 
periods of time in these preparatory roles (p. 12). 
This trend had already begun through the 1990s.  According to a 2006 article in 
Principal, principals in 2003-04 had three more years of teaching experience compared 
with principals in 1993-94, but one less year of experience as a principal (NAESP, 2006). 
This trend appears to have continued into the 2000s.  In 1999-2000, public school 
principals averaged 9.0 years as principal after 14.0 years teaching experience (Gates, 
2003).  Four years later in 2003-2004, public school principals were averaging 7.8 years 
as principal following 13.5 years teaching experience (Snyder, Dillow, and Hoffman, 
2009).  Battle (2009) stated that by 2007-08, public school principals averaged only 7.5 
years experience as principal.  Battle did not discuss any prior teaching experience.  This 
data show a definite trend over time of public school principals having fewer years 
experience as a principal as the 2000s progressed. 
With an increase in the number of inexperienced principals, comes a 
corresponding need for increased and better mentorship opportunities and programs.  
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Although many university-based administrator preparation programs have begun to 
require experiences that are more authentic as a program requirement, the new 
administrators that have not had the opportunities for mentoring and leadership 
opportunities prior to moving into the principalship will need to have a greater level of 
support once they are in the role. 
Alsbury and Hackman (2006) offered suggestions for the components of an 
effective mentoring program.  From a two-year analysis, they discovered that 
mentor/protégé relationships should be geographically convenient, meetings should be 
frequent and required, and that the mentor, not the protégé should be responsible for 
initiating regular contact.  In addition, those elements that were considered “busywork” 
such as growth plans, journals, and reflection logs were perceived to be less valuable than 
the face-to-face discussions.  One common criticism was that not enough time was 
devoted to mentoring interactions, through infrequent meetings, or limited discussion 
time provided during formal mentor/protégé training sessions.  The qualities that both 
mentors and protégés found to be most desirable in a mentor included their availability 
and willingness to listen, to ask reflective questions, to provide different perspectives, 
and to provide general support.  Both mentors and mentees reported these to be far more 
beneficial than formal skill or content development such as staff evaluation or budget 
management. 
Motivating and Inhibiting Factors for Principal Licensure 
There are many reasons why a person initially seeks principal licensure, including 
fulfillment of their desire for power, prestige, or status, a desire to lead or to make a 
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difference for students and teachers, a desire to be a change agent, a view of the 
principalship as a stepping stone toward a higher administrative position, or simply as a 
personal or professional challenge.  However, it has become increasingly evident that 
simply having a principal’s license does not ensure that a person is qualified for, or even 
interested in seeking a position as a school principal.  One Louisiana study found that 
fewer than half of the 215 teachers certified as elementary or secondary school 
administrators were willing to seek principalship positions within the five-year period 
from 1993-1997 (Jordan, McCauley, & Comeaux, 1994).  Cooley and Shen (1999) 
identified 10 factors that influence teachers moving into administration, categorizing 
them as a list of wants and needs.  In addition to the expected factors such as working 
conditions, location of the district, salary commensurate with responsibilities, and 
community support, they also noted the importance of organizational relationships, which 
they claimed to affect a teacher’s willingness to seek an administrative position in a 
particular district more than other factors. 
Theoretical framework.  This study will examine the overall topic of factors that 
motivate or inhibit educators in their decision whether or not to pursue the principalship.  
These factors will be presented within the framework of Hertzberg, Mausner, and 
Snyderman (1959, and as cited in Caston & Braito, 1985).  Hertzberg’s two-factor 
approach to motivation in terms of job satisfaction is an extension of Maslow’s hierarchy 
of needs.  Maslow compartmentalized human needs into five hierarchical categories: 
physiological, safety, love, esteem, and self-actualization (Maslow, 1943).  Hertzberg 
based his theory on the satisfaction of the higher-order needs of esteem and self-
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actualization.  Hertzberg’s theory asserts that the factors that lead to job satisfaction are 
primarily intrinsic to the work, but the factors that lead to job dissatisfaction are primarily 
extrinsic.  Various researchers have referred to them as context and content factors, 
satisfiers and dissatisfiers, or in Hertzberg’s terms of motivators and hygienes (factors 
that produce dissatisfaction if they are missing).  An intrinsic motivating factor is one in 
which the reward for an activity is the activity itself, while with an extrinsic motivator, 
the outcome of the activity is the impetus rather than the activity itself. 
Motivating factors.  Schutte (2003) found that the most important factors in the 
decision to pursue a principal’s license are the desire to be a leader and the chance to 
make a difference for others.  Another motivating factor may also be the opportunity to 
lead a successful school.  As noted by DiPaola and Tschannen-Moran (2003), studies of 
successful schools linked principal functions directly to student achievement particularly 
in those schools that faced significant societal challenges.  In a 2007 study conducted in 
Australia, Cranston surveyed 146 potential aspirants to the principalship and identified 
three main reasons for wanting to become a principal.  Those reasons included the 
capacity to influence the lives and learning of students, the opportunity to work with 
diverse individuals and groups, and the capacity to have a more strategic influence on 
education.  Among the possible motivators, the potential status associated with the 
position of principal and a desire simply for promotion were rated the least important 
(Cranston, 2007).  In addition, Bass (2006) conducted a study of 860 graduate students in 
multiple principal preparation courses representing 28 different states.  This study 
identified and ranked 14 motivating factors as perceived by the students.  The top five 
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motivating factors in rank order as identified in this study were the desire to make a 
difference, the ability to have a positive impact on people and students, the personal 
challenge, the ability to initiate change, and the professional challenge.  Each of these 
factors had a mean score greater than 3.3 on a four-point Likert scale with a standard 
deviation ranging between 0.5 and 0.6.  Again, factors such as increased salary and 
benefits, prestige and status, and the desire to leave the classroom were rated as being 
less important motivating factors.  Bass (2007) concluded that despite the negative 
perception of the principalship, educators are still attracted to it because the principalship 
gives individuals opportunities to serve others, impact students and teachers’ lives, and 
achieve.  Bass noted that the service and achievement-oriented aspects of the 
principalship offer a high degree of intrinsic reward. 
Inhibiting factors.  When reading the literature on this topic, there is no scarcity 
of opinion regarding potential inhibiting factors to a candidate’s desire for the 
principalship.  These factors include salary considerations, particularly salary 
commensurate with workload.  In a study of principal-licensed teachers in NewYork 
state, Lankford, O’Connell, and Wyckoff (2003) found that salary was cited as both a 
reason for obtaining a principal’s license as well as a factor when deciding whether to 
apply for a leadership position.  Over half of those refusing an administrative position 
cited salary as one of the reasons for their decision and approximately 60 percent 
indicated they would expect a salary increase of $10,000 or more to persuade them to 
accept the job.  Pijanowski and Brady (2009, p. 34) remark in their study conducted in 
Arkansas that “although the literature tends to make comparisons between the top of the 
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teaching scale and principal salaries, it is at the middle of the scale that teachers are more 
likely to make this transition.”  They also remark that the step of assistant principal is 
often ignored when making comparisons between teacher and principal.  They observe 
The pay changes at different stages of the leadership pipeline are less significant 
as people grow closer to the job.  If fiscal incentives diminish as stress increases 
(the transition from assistant to principal) compensation will be less of a 
motivating factor.  Although the disparity in pay found across different types of 
schools is worth of further study, it is important to consider compensation and 
working conditions together (p. 39).   
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Chapter Three: Methodology 
Introduction 
This chapter will describe the research questions, the research design and 
methodology, and a description of the statistical analysis used.  To study the motivating 
and inhibiting factors associated with teachers’ decision to pursue the principalship, it 
was necessary to survey currently practicing teachers, who form the vast majority of 
potential school leadership candidates.   
Research Design 
The primary research question to be answered by this study is: What motivating 
or inhibiting factors do educators consider when deciding whether to pursue the 
principalship?  To answer this question, an online survey was developed based on the 
dissertation work of Schutte (2003) and refined according to the motivating and 
inhibiting factors described in ERS (1998), Harris et al. (2000), Malone, Sharp, and 
Walter (2001), McCreight (2001), Beaudin, Thompson, and Jacobson (2002), Bass 
(2006), Cranston (2007), and Coggshall, Stewart, and Bhatt (2008).  The Schutte 
dissertation was initially selected because two of the research questions addressed in that 
study were similar to the primary research question addressed here.  Schutte’s research 
questions queried the factors that initially motivated principal candidates to seek 
licensure as well as what principal candidates viewed as significant barriers toward their 
seeking a secondary principal position.  Schutte’s work also studied principal candidates’ 
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perception of the adequacy of their principal preparation program, an area of study that is 
not included in this research. 
The survey instrument consisted of thirty-three questions and was online via 
Qualtrics.com.  Because the survey was a self-administered questionnaire, the majority of 
questions were closed to maximize clarity of responses as well as to allow for comparison 
across respondents.  Respondents typically report sensitive information more frequently 
and more accurately when using self-administered modes instead of interviewer-asked 
questions (Fowler, 2002).  Fowler also pointed out that although response rates for mail 
or email surveys are typically lower than other forms of survey research, these barriers 
can be minimized by using appropriate follow-up procedures.  The survey was designed 
to be delivered electronically for several reasons.  First, due to the potentially large n of 
the research sample respondents, electronic delivery and response of the survey 
minimized the time and cost associated with response data entry and analysis.  Second, 
the district already created an electronic delivery system using district email that ensured 
access to all licensed personnel.  Third, electronic delivery of the survey minimized other 
research costs that would otherwise be associated with this study such as printing, 
postage, and follow-up phone calls. 
Population and sample.  The population to be studied is licensed teachers in 
Colorado, which would form the potential pool of educators that would seek 
administrative licensure and principal positions within the state.  It would be impossible 
to study all potential principal candidates in Colorado, therefore a sample of potential 
candidates drawn from the licensed teachers in one of the major school districts in the 
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state, with urban, suburban, and rural schools, was selected.  Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003, 
p. 164) state “to achieve good population validity, quantitative researchers must select the 
sample randomly from the defined population” however, they also note that “random 
sampling and large sample sizes are difficult to achieve under the real-world conditions 
in which educational researchers typically collect data” (p. 165).  In the case of this 
research study, the target population was the teachers that form the pool of potential 
principal candidates in the future, but the accessible sample was the list of licensed 
teachers in the sample district.  If the sample population is demographically 
representative of the larger population, the responses obtained from this subset of 
licensed teachers should be generalizable to the population of licensed teachers that form 
the pool of potential principal candidates.  By surveying a sample of teachers from a large 
school district with schools in urban, suburban, and rural settings, it should be possible to 
generalize the results to other teachers that form the pool of potential candidates for 
future school leadership positions.  Respondents are drawn from a convenience cluster 
sample from this district, so a comparison of certain demographic factors was conducted 
to explore the potential for generalization.   
The sample district is one of the largest school districts in the state of Colorado, 
with more than 50,000 students in 2008-2009 and approximately 10,000 employees, 
including more than 4,000 teachers.    According to the U.S. Department of Education’s 
National Center for Education Statistics (Snyder, Dillow, and Hoffman, 2009), this 
district was among the 100 largest school districts in the United States in 2006.  Due to its 
large size, this district consists of a wide variety of schools serving low to high 
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socioeconomic populations, schools that have a wide range of racial and ethnic diversity, 
schools in urban, suburban, and rural settings, and schools that run the gamut of 
educational achievement and growth.  This diversity strengthens the ability of the subject 
sample to be generalized to the population of potential principal candidates in the state of 
Colorado.  Although there are some differences when comparing the populations of 
teachers and administrators in the sample district to those of the state, the differences are 
not particularly remarkable. 
According to information from the Colorado Department of Education (2009a), 
the average age of a teacher in the fall of 2009 in Colorado was 42, while the average age 
of a teacher in the sample district was 40.  The average level of education in the sample 
district was slightly higher than the state average, with 62 percent of teachers in the 
district holding a Master’s Degree or higher, compared to 52.2 percent in the state of 
Colorado.  The difference in teachers holding advanced degrees may also explain the 
difference in average salary.  In 2009, teachers in the sample district earned an average 
salary of $53,484; more than $4,000 more per year above the statewide average of 
$49,183, but only slightly higher than the average salary of teachers in the Denver Metro 
Area of $53, 408 (Colorado Department of Education, 2009a). 
When comparing gender and race, the gender ratio of teachers in the sample 
district mirrored that of the State of Colorado, with 75.4 percent of teachers in the district 
and 75.5 percent of teachers in Colorado being women but there were slight differences 
in the racial composition of the two populations, shown in Table 1 (Colorado Department 
of Education, 2009c). 
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Table 1 
 
Racial Comparisons of Teachers in the Sample District and Colorado 
Race Colorado Sample District 
White 88.1% 92.8% 
Hispanic   6.5%   4.7% 
Black (not Hispanic)   1.8%   0.5% 
Asian or Pacific Islander   1.2%   1.4% 
American Indian or Alaskan Native   2.3%   0.5% 
 
Colorado Department of Education data from Fall, 2009 show that there are also 
many similarities between the populations of principals in the sample district compared to 
the state of Colorado.  For example, the average age of a principal or assistant principal in 
the district in Fall, 2009 was 48, which was similar to the statewide average age of 47.  
On average, administrators in this district had 8.78 years of in-state teaching experience 
and 2.11 years of out-of-state teaching experience compared to administrators across the 
state with 8.38 years of in-state teaching experience and 2.06 years of out-of-state 
teaching experience.  Differences between administrators in the district compared to state 
averages include highest level of education, years of education experience, and average 
salary.  In general, more administrators in the sample district hold advanced degrees 
compared to administrators in Colorado with 91.6 percent of administrators in the district 
holding a Master’s Degree or higher compared to 87.4 percent of administrators in the 
state of Colorado.  Administrators in the sample district generally have more years of in-
state education experience (15.42 years compared to 12.16) and higher average salary 
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($84,533 compared to $80,522) when compared to other principals/assistant principals in 
Colorado (Colorado Department of Education, 2009b). 
Development of the instrument.  The original version of the survey instrument 
was adapted from the dissertation work of Schutte (2003) at Iowa State University.  
Schutte’s survey instrument was quite a bit longer and contained questions that were not 
applicable to the research questions addressed here.  In addition, the research population 
studied in Schutte’s work was that of teachers who held an administrator’s license but 
were not working in that capacity.  The research sample for this study includes people 
currently working as a licensed teacher in the sample district, regardless of whether they 
hold a principal’s license or not.  In addition, the definition of a “principal” has been 
expanded in this study to include both principal and assistant principal at a school.  The 
inclusion of assistant principal to this definition was made to distinguish between those 
staff members who are serving in a leadership role, but still functioning under the 
collective bargaining agreement of the teacher’s union such as instructional coaches, 
teachers on special assignment, etc. compared to those leaders who are contracted as an 
administrator.  The contractual agreement that the district has with its administrators 
contains a different set of expectations, salary structure, and job protections than those 
provided to teachers.   
The survey instrument was refined based on the primary motivating factors as 
described in Bass (2006); Harris et al. (2000); Beaudin et al. (2002), Coggshall; Stewart, 
and Bhatt (2008); Schutte (2003); Cranston (2007); and Malone et al. (2001).  Analysis of 
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these studies identified the primary motivators for teachers to enter the principalship as 
being  
 a desire to make a difference or to give back (Schutte, 2003; Harris et al., 2000; 
Coggshall et al., 2008; Malone et al., 2001),  
 the desire to be a leader (Schutte, 2003; Malone et al., 2001),  
 the desire or ability to have a positive impact on students or to improve a school 
(Bass, 2006; Harris et al., 2000; Cranston, 2007; Malone et al., 2001), and  
 the opportunity to develop and realize a vision (Coggshall et al, 2008).   
 a personal or professional challenge (Bass, 2006; Harris et al., 2000; Beaudin et 
al., 2002),  
 increased salary (Schutte, 2003; Bass, 2006; Harris et al., 2000; Beaudin et al., 
2002),  
 becoming a teacher of teachers (Bass, 2006; Harris et al., 2000; Coggshall et al, 
2008), and  
 encouragement by others, specifically principal, peers, or family (Schutte, 2003; 
Bass, 2006; Harris et al., 2000). 
Further revisions were based on the inhibiting factors described in ERS (1998); 
Harris et al. (2000); McCreight (2001); Beaudin et al. (2002); Schutte (2003); Bass 
(2006); and Cranston (2007).  These studies cited the primary inhibiting factors to 
applying for the principalship such as  
 the amount of time required to do the job (ERS, 1998; Harris et al., 2000; 
McCreight, 2001; Beaudin et al., 2002, Schutte, 2003; Bass, 2006),  
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 the potential negative impact on family life and responsibilities (Schutte, 2003; 
Bass, 2006; Cranston, 2007),  
 the stress associated with having too many responsibilities (ERS, 1998; Schutte, 
2003; Bass, 2006; Cranston, 2007),  
 the trouble with completing tasks within a bureaucratic structure (Harris et al., 
2000; Bass, 2006), 
 lack of motivation to apply for the principalship due to satisfaction with the 
respondents’ current job (ERS, 1998; Schutte, 2003; Cranston, 2007), and 
 the feeling that the salary increase of moving into the principalship does not 
justify the move away from teaching or that the salary is not commensurate with 
the additional responsibilities of the principalship (ERS, 1998; Harris et al., 2000; 
McCreight, 2001; Beaudin et al., 2002, Schutte, 2003; Bass, 2006; Cranston, 
2007). 
Validation of the instrument.  As is the case with all survey research, question 
reliability and validity was a primary concern when developing this survey instrument.  
To help address concerns about reliability, each respondent was given the same 
questionnaire.  This allowed for the assumption that “differences in answers stem from 
differences among respondents rather than differences in the stimuli to which respondents 
were exposed” (Fowler, 2002, p. 78).  Attempts were made to construct the wording of 
each question to ensure consistent meaning for all respondents.  Prior to finalization and 
distribution of the survey instrument to teachers, a group of current principals from the 
sample district piloted the survey.  Responses from these acting principals led to revision 
 33 
of some questions to improve consistency of question interpretation by teacher 
respondents as well as to ensure that wording consistent with the system and culture of 
the sample school district was used (e.g. assistant principal instead of vice-principal, 
instructional coach instead of staff developer, etc…).  The final version of the survey 
instrument is included as Appendix A. 
Human subjects release.  Consent for district participation was obtained through 
the district’s office of assessment and research.  Consent for district participation was 
requested through a cover letter (see Appendix B) as well as the submission of the 
district’s permission to conduct research application form (see Appendix C). 
Consent for participation was obtained from each surveyed individual who 
responded.  Informed consent information was included on the first page of the survey.  
To move from the cover letter to the survey questions, respondents were required to 
acknowledge that they had read and understood the informed consent information, and 
that they were willingly volunteering to complete the survey (see Appendix A). 
Instrument distribution and data collection.  The survey instrument was 
delivered online via the web survey-hosting site Qualtrics.com.  After the institutional 
review process was completed for both the University of Denver and with the school 
district, an email was sent to district Principals and Managers on April 26, 2011 (see 
Appendix D) explaining the purpose and nature of the research.  The email also included 
a copy of the introductory letter to teachers (see Appendix E).  Principals and Managers 
were asked to forward both the letter and web link to their licensed teachers.  Follow-up 
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emails were sent on May 4, 2011 (see Appendix F) and May 16, 2011 (see Appendix G) 
to maximize response rate. 
Confidentiality.  To avoid concerns about confidentiality, this study was 
conducted anonymously.  Since the study was approved by the district’s office of 
assessment and research and was distributed through principals using district email, 
teacher participants might have felt reluctant to respond negatively or express 
dissatisfaction if they had concerns that their responses might not be kept confidential.  
The introductory letter and request for participation was sent to principals in the district 
and they were asked to forward it to their licensed staff.  The researcher did not know 
which principals forwarded this information to their staff and which ones did not.  
Anonymity was further assured through the use of web-based survey service 
Qualtrics.com.  An assurance of anonymity was included in the cover letter email as well 
as within the explanatory text at the beginning of the survey and the “thank you” text at 
the conclusion of the survey. 
Statistical procedures.  An email was sent to district Principals and Managers on 
April 26, 2011 (see Appendix D) explaining the purpose and nature of the research.  This 
email included a copy of the introductory letter to teachers (see Appendix E) and asked 
them to forward the letter and web link to their licensed staff.  Follow-up emails were 
sent on May 4, 2011 (see Appendix F) and May 16, 2011 (see Appendix G) to maximize 
response rate.  The survey was opened on April 26, 2011 and closed on May 20, 2011.  
The survey received 217 responses.  From these initial responses, 21 were eliminated; 
nine principals and two assistant principals were eliminated because they did not fit the 
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criteria for the population being studied, and 10 additional surveys were blank.  This left 
196 completed surveys for analysis. 
Fowler (2002) identified three characteristics of a sample frame that should be 
evaluated: comprehensiveness, defined as the potential inclusion or exclusion of a 
segment of the broader population due to the sampling procedure; probability of 
selection, defined as the equality of opportunity for each respondent to be represented or 
the potential weighting/bias of the sampling procedure toward or away from some 
potential respondents; and efficiency, defined as the potential for respondents within the 
sampling frame that are not among those that the researcher wants to study, and the 
opportunity for those extra respondents be easily identified.  Due to the anonymity of the 
respondents, it is impossible to determine whether the responses came from a wide 
variety of school settings.  In other words, it is unknown whether responses came from a 
large participation from a few settings, or from a low participation from many settings, 
therefore the true comprehensiveness of this study cannot be determined.  However, due 
to the size and diversity of the sample district, it is expected that the survey sample is 
likely to have in it licensed staff similar to the population of interest.  When determining 
probability of selection, because the survey link was sent to all principals in the district, it 
can be assumed that all potential respondents had an equal opportunity to participate.  
Finally, although there was the opportunity for extra respondents within the sampling 
frame, due to the self-identification of job role, those extra respondents were able to be 
identified and eliminated from analysis. 
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The process and nature of the statistical procedures used to analyze the data were 
consistent with those described in Gall, Gall, Borg (2003) and were computed using 
SPSS version 19.0 for Windows.  Descriptive statistics are included in the results section 
to describe the outcomes of the survey responses.  In addition, due to the measurement of 
the majority of responses on a nominal scale, cross-tabulations are also used to determine 
whether two variables are related and to further describe the relationship between 
variables.  A Pearson Chi-Square statistic was computed between response factors to 
determine whether the differences between frequency counts are statistically significant.  
The specific variables of interest to the researcher are the relationship between certain 
demographic variables (age, gender, current role, length of time in education or in current 
role) and motivating or inhibiting factors. 
The primary research question to be answered by this study is:  What motivating 
or inhibiting factors do educators consider when deciding to pursue the principalship?  
Within the overarching research question, several hypotheses will be tested.  All 
hypotheses are stated in the null form.  1)  Encouragement by a principal, coworker, or 
family member will have no effect on respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  
2)  Participation in a leadership role, specifically those of instructional coach or teacher-
on-special-assignment will have no effect on respondents’ intent to apply for the 
principalship.  3)  There is no gender difference in respondents’ intent to apply for the 
principalship.  4)  Perception of the relationship between salary and job responsibilities 
will have no impact on respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  5)  Possession 
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of a principal’s license will have no impact on respondents’ intent to apply for the 
principalship. 
Analysis of the data.  Anticipated variables of study include the respondents’ 
participation in leadership roles as related to stated desire to pursue the principalship 
(specifically administrative internships and instructional coaches), the relationship 
between current possession of a principal’s license and intent to pursue a principal 
position, and the relationship between factors rated as “highly motivating” and stated 
reasons for applying for and accepting an administrative position.  In addition, the 
influence of factors such as encouragement by supervisor, family, or peers, perception of 
the relationship between salary and responsibility, and gender on respondents’ motivation 
to apply for the principalship will also be examined.  Subgroups of interest include 
teachers on special assignment and instructional coaches as well as questions about 
gender or racial differences.  When examining the Pearson Chi-Square statistic, a 
significance level of p < .05 was used to determine the statistical significance of an 
observed difference between frequency counts, such as between men and women, 
between respondents who possess a principal’s license and those who don’t, and between 
those respondents who reported having been encouraged to pursue the principalship and 
those who were not encouraged. 
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Chapter Four: Results 
Introduction 
A preliminary comparison of demographic factors of the respondents (gender, 
educational attainment, race/ethnicity, years of experience in education) was completed 
to determine whether the sample size and demographics were sufficient to generalize the 
results to the broader population of teachers being studied.  The potential for a very large 
n was anticipated due to the large size of the sample district employing more than 4,000 
licensed staff.  However, the survey received fewer than 200 valid responses, a response 
rate less than 5 percent.  The reasons for the low response rate are ultimately unknown, 
but may be attributed to several potential factors.  First, the survey was completed in the 
spring, late in the school year when many teachers are very busy as they prepare for the 
end of instruction.  Some respondents who may have otherwise participated may have 
chosen not to due to the time of year or time needed to complete the survey.  In addition, 
teachers in the district had already completed several other surveys over the course of the 
year for the teacher’s union, the district, and the state, so many licensed teachers may 
have opted against voluntary participation in a research study due to “survey fatigue.”  
Finally, a number of teachers may have chosen not to participate due to a lack of interest 
in the topic being studied. 
To generalize from the respondent sample to the accessible population, and 
further to the target population, two inferential leaps must be completed.  First, the 
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sample should be compared to the accessible population, and second, the accessible 
population should be compared to the target population (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003).  The 
population and sample discussion in Chapter 3 satisfies the completion of the second 
step.  A review of the major demographics of the respondent sample was completed to 
determine if the respondent sample was comparable to the accessible population.  Of the 
196 completed surveys, 192 provided their age and their gender.  The mean age of these 
192 responses was 43.57 years and the median age was 44.  This is slightly higher than 
the reported averages for the district and the state.  According to information from the 
Colorado Department of Education, the average age of a teacher in the fall of 2009 in 
Colorado was 42, while the average age of a teacher in the sample district was 40 
(Colorado Department of Education, 2009a).  Regarding gender, 81.8 percent of the 
respondents were women and 18.2 percent were men.  This is also slightly different from 
the reported averages for the district and the state.  The Colorado Department of 
Education (2009c) reports that in 2009, 75.4 percent of the licensed teachers in the 
district, and 75.5 percent of the licensed teachers in the state were women. 
Two other demographic factors were investigated.  Since 96.9 percent of the 
respondents of this survey were white compared to a 92.8 percent white population for 
the district, comparisons based on race cannot be completed due to the lack of response 
from minorities.  Finally, an initial comparison of educational attainment showed that 
88.8 percent of the respondents of this survey had earned a Master’s degree or higher.  
This is quite different than the general population of licensed teachers in the district and 
the state, which the Colorado Department of Education reports 62.0 percent in the district 
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and 52.2 percent in the state held Master’s degrees in 2009 (Colorado Department of 
Education, 2009a).  In general, the respondents to this survey were older and better 
educated than the overall accessible population.  It is not surprising that older, veteran 
teachers are also better educated since many districts have pay structures that reward 
advanced degrees with higher salaries.  Veteran teachers will have had the time and 
resources to complete additional education.  However, these factors may also introduce 
an unexpected bias into the results because these factors may covary with motivation or 
interest in the principalship since, in general, veteran educators have already made their 
decisions with regard to their career path.  The veteran status of many respondents may 
also be a factor in the low response rate since, in general, veteran teachers may have more 
time in the spring due to their greater familiarity and organization regarding springtime 
events, activities, curriculum, and grading than newer teachers.  In addition, veteran 
teachers have the benefit of having worked closely with principals for a longer period of 
time and thus are more likely to have developed an opinion about the job and their own 
interest in it. 
Despite the demographic differences and the low response rate, the response 
sample still represented a sizeable n for statistical analysis, and the sample was still fairly 
representative of the population being studied.  Demographic comparisons between the 
respondents, the sample district, and Colorado are shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
 
Demographic Comparisons between Respondents, Sample District, and Population 
List of Factors 
Respondents 
N = 196 Sample District Colorado 
Mean Age 43.57 Years 40 Years 42 Years 
Gender 
81.8% Female 
18.2% Male 
75.4% Female 
24.6% Male 
75.5% Female 
24.5% Male 
Race 
96.9% White 
3.1% Non-white 
92.8% White 
7.2% Non-white 
88.1% White 
11.9% Non-white 
Education 
(Master’s Degree or Higher) 
88.8% 62.0% 52.2% 
 
Research Question 
The primary research question to be answered by this study is:  What motivating 
or inhibiting factors do educators consider when deciding to pursue the principalship?  
Within the overarching research question, several hypotheses will be tested.  All 
hypotheses are stated in the null form.  1)  Encouragement by a principal, coworker, or 
family member will have no effect on respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  
2)  Participation in a leadership role, specifically those of instructional coach or teacher-
on-special-assignment will have no effect on respondents’ intent to apply for the 
principalship.  3)  There is no gender difference in respondents’ intent to apply for the 
principalship.  4)  Perception of the relationship between salary and job responsibilities 
will have no impact on respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  5)  Possession 
of a principal’s license will have no impact on respondents’ intent to apply for the 
principalship. 
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Motivating and Inhibiting Factors 
The primary research question is: What motivating or inhibiting factors do 
educators consider when deciding to pursue the principalship?  To answer this question, 
the survey addressed the issue in three ways.  First, the survey instrument asked 
participants to rate thirty-six factors on a five-point Likert scale.  Second, respondents 
were asked to choose from the same list of thirty-six factors their top three motivating 
factors in rank order, and in a separate set of questions, to choose their top three 
inhibiting factors in rank order.  Third, the questionnaire also asked respondents to select 
their top five incentives from a list of sixteen motivating factors and rank them, and then 
to select their top five barriers from a list of twenty-two inhibiting factors and rank them. 
To get an overall perspective of those factors perceived as incentives or barriers to 
educators applying for the principalship, participants rated a list of thirty-six factors on a 
five-point Likert Scale; Significant incentive or motivating factor, Mild to moderate 
incentive or motivating factor, Neither a motivator nor a barrier – not a factor, Mild to 
moderate barrier or inhibiting factor, and Significant barrier or inhibiting factor.  To sort 
the results, each response was given a score between 1-5, with 1 corresponding to the 
response “significant incentive or motivating factor” and 5 corresponding to the response 
“significant barrier or inhibiting factor.”  This enabled a mean score to be computed for 
each response.  A complete listing of responses is shown in Table 3. 
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Table 3 
 
Thirty-six Factors Ranked by Mean Score from Greatest Motivator to Greatest Inhibitor 
List of Factors 
N 
Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Valid Missing 
Desire to make a positive difference for others 177 19 1.64 .943 
Ability to influence or improve a school 177 19 1.64 .931 
Ability to initiate change 177 19 1.77 .999 
Leading and supporting teachers (Instructional Leadership) 176 20 1.99 1.072 
Professional challenge 177 19 2.05 .804 
Desire to be a leader 177 19 2.11 .968 
Personal Challenge 175 21 2.11 .798 
Developing and implementing a vision for school improvement 177 19 2.16 1.122 
Higher salary 177 19 2.32 1.023 
Job opportunities for the future or movement along a career path (stepping stone) 175 21 2.65 .878 
Support or encouragement by family or friends 175 21 2.67 .722 
Support or encouragement by principal or colleagues 175 21 2.81 .763 
My view of the reputation of a particular school 175 21 2.82 .720 
Status or prestige of the position 177 19 2.88 .814 
Level of freedom in daily routine 177 19 2.90 .969 
Job security 177 19 2.95 .852 
Supervising and evaluating teachers and staff 177 19 3.07 1.133 
Level of satisfaction with current position 175 21 3.21 1.090 
Amount of responsibility 177 19 3.27 1.174 
Fear of failure 175 21 3.27 .761 
Level or support for principals by the school district 174 22 3.40 .936 
Desire to leave my current position or desire for a promotion 175 21 3.41 1.260 
Increased responsibility compared to increased salary 176 20 3.59 1.005 
Student discipline (negative contacts with students) 176 20 3.63 1.103 
Potential for litigation 174 22 3.75 .932 
Accountability for student achievement (pressures from standardized test scores) 175 21 3.76 1.098 
"Distance" from the classroom or student contacts 176 20 3.83 1.033 
Amount of paperwork 175 21 3.85 1.031 
Working days required each year (length of work year) 177 19 3.85 1.003 
Impact on family life or family responsibilities 174 22 3.86 1.152 
Working hours required each day (length of work day) 177 19 3.89 1.033 
Dealing with parents in negative or contentious situations 177 19 3.89 .956 
Working hours required each week (length of work week) 177 19 3.93 1.028 
Amount of stress 177 19 3.98 1.008 
Politics of the position - dealing with competing interests between groups 176 20 4.07 .983 
Bureaucracy of the position (lack of autonomy) 175 21 4.18 .923 
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Motivating factors.  Based on mean scores shown in Table 3, the top motivating 
factors are: the desire to make a positive difference for others, the ability to influence or 
improve a school, the ability to initiate change, leading and supporting teachers 
(instructional leadership), the professional challenge, a desire to be a leader, the personal 
challenge, developing and implementing a vision for school improvement, and a higher 
salary.  All of these responses had a mean score below 2.5 on a 5-point scale.  In addition, 
more than 40 percent of respondents rated each of the top four responses as being a 
significant incentive or motivating factor; the desire to make a positive difference for 
others 61.6 percent, the ability to influence or improve a school 59.9 percent, the ability 
to initiate change 53.1 percent, and leading and supporting teachers (instructional 
leadership) 42.6 percent. 
In another set of three questions, respondents were asked to choose from the same 
list of thirty-six factors their top three motivating factors in rank order.  The responses 
from these three questions were ranked using a Pareto scoring system with a point value 
assigned to each response, three points for a top motivator, two points for a second 
motivator, and one point for a third motivator.  In this way, each of the factors was given 
a weighted score (Weighted Score = 3  number of respondents top rating + 2  number 
of respondents 2
nd
 rating + 1  number of respondents 3rd rating).  The top ten weighted 
scores, representing 95 percent of responses to these questions, is shown in Table 4.  It 
should also be noted that the first three responses; the desire to make a positive difference 
for others, the ability to influence or improve a school, and leading and supporting 
teachers (Instructional Leadership) represent more than 60 percent of the total response. 
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Table 4 
 
Summary of Top 3 Motivators chosen from a list of 36 Potential Motivating/Inhibiting Factors 
 
Greatest 
Motivating Factor 
2nd Greatest 
Motivating Factor 
3rd Greatest 
Motivating Factor 
Weighted 
Score List of Motivating Factors N 
Valid 
Percent N 
Valid 
Percent N 
Valid 
Percent 
Desire to make a positive difference 
for others 
65 37.4 35 20.3 15 8.8 280 
Ability to influence or improve a 
school 
42 24.1 42 24.4 15 8.8 225 
Leading and supporting teachers 
(Instructional Leadership) 
13 7.5 25 14.5 30 17.6 119 
Higher salary 11 6.3 10 5.8 20 11.8 73 
Professional challenge 15 8.6 10 5.8 7 4.1 72 
Developing and implementing a vision 
for school improvement 
6 3.4 14 8.1 24 14.1 70 
Ability to initiate change 7 4.0 13 7.6 17 10.0 64 
Desire to be a leader 6 3.4 6 3.5 9 5.3 39 
Job opportunities for the future or 
movement along a career path 
(stepping stone) 
3 1.7 3 1.7 8 4.7 23 
Personal challenge 1 .6 5 2.9 8 4.7 21 
 
The questionnaire also asked respondents to select their top five incentives from a 
list of sixteen motivating factors and rank them.  Again, a Pareto scoring system was used 
to compute a weighted score for each factor (Weighted Score = 5  number of 1st rank + 
4  number of 2nd rank + 3  number of 3rd rank + 2 number of 4th rank + 1 number of 
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5
th
 rank).  Again, the top ten of the sixteen ranked factors shown in Table 5 represent 
more than 95 percent of the total weighted response scores. 
Table 5 
 
Ranking of Motivating Factors based on Weighted Score, Top 5 Motivators Selected 
and Ranked from a list of 16 Potential Motivators 
 
Rank 
Weighted 
Score List of Motivating Factors 1 2 3 4 5 
Desire to make a positive difference for others 85 18 12 10 10 563 
Ability to influence or improve a school 19 51 27 13 7 413 
Ability to initiate change 9 30 20 18 11 272 
Leading and supporting teachers (Instructional Leadership) 9 12 31 23 18 250 
Professional challenge 9 8 15 20 21 183 
Developing and implementing a vision for school leadership 5 13 15 22 13 179 
Higher salary 11 9 8 15 9 154 
Desire to be a leader 5 5 8 8 11 96 
Personal challenge 2 4 9 10 15 88 
Job opportunities for the future or movement along a career 
path (stepping stone) 
3 3 4 5 15 64 
Level of freedom in daily routine 1 1 5 2 8 36 
Support or encouragement by principal or colleagues 
  
1 4 8 19 
Desire to leave my current position or desire for a promotion 
 
2 1 2 2 17 
Status or prestige of the position 1 
 
1 2 1 13 
Support or encouragement by family or friends 
  
1 3 4 13 
My view of the reputation of a particular school 
 
2 
  
2 10 
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Inhibiting factors.  To determine the primary inhibiting factors against the 
pursuit of the principalship, the survey addressed the issue in three ways.  First, the 
survey instrument asked participants to rate thirty-six factors on a five-point Likert scale.  
Second, respondents were asked to choose from the same list of thirty-six factors their 
top three inhibiting factors in rank order.  Third, the questionnaire also asked respondents 
to select their top five barriers from a list of twenty-two inhibiting factors and rank them. 
To get an overall perspective of those factors perceived as incentives or barriers to 
educators applying for the principalship, participants rated a list of thirty-six factors on a 
five-point Likert Scale; Significant incentive or motivating factor, Mild to moderate 
incentive or motivating factor, Neither a motivator nor a barrier – not a factor, Mild to 
moderate barrier or inhibiting factor, and Significant barrier or inhibiting factor.  Each 
response was given a score between 1-5, with 1 corresponding to the response 
“significant incentive or motivating factor” and 5 corresponding to the response 
“significant barrier or inhibiting factor.”  This enabled a mean score to be computed for 
each response.  Table 3 shows a complete listing of responses. 
From this question, the top inhibiting factors are the bureaucracy of the position - 
lack of autonomy, the politics of the position - dealing with competing interests between 
groups, the amount of stress, the number of working hours required each week (length of 
work week), dealing with parents in negative or contentious situations, the number of 
working hours required each day (length of work day), the impact on family life or family 
responsibilities, the number of working days required each year (length of work year), the 
amount of paperwork, the "distance" from the classroom or student contacts, 
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accountability for student achievement (pressures from standardized test scores), and the 
potential for litigation  All of these responses had a mean score greater than 3.75 on a five 
point scale.  In addition, more than 35 percent of respondents rated each of the following 
responses as being a significant barrier or inhibiting factor; the impact on family life or 
family responsibilities (37.9%), the number of working hours required each week (length 
of work week) (36.2%), the amount of stress (36.2%), politics of the position - dealing 
with competing interests between groups (41.5%), and bureaucracy of the position - lack 
of autonomy (46.3%). 
In another set of three questions, respondents chose their top three inhibiting 
factors in rank order from the same list of thirty-six factors.  The responses from these 
three questions were each assigned a point value, three points for a primary inhibitor, two 
points for a second inhibitor, and one point for a third inhibitor.  In this way, each of the 
factors was given a weighted score (Weighted Score = 3  number of respondents top 
rating + 2  number of respondents 2nd rating + 1  number of respondents 3rd rating).  
The top fifteen weighted scores, representing more than 90 percent of responses to these 
questions, are shown in Table 6.  It should also be noted that the first six responses; the 
amount of stress, the politics of the position (dealing with competing interests between 
groups), the impact on family life or family responsibilities, the distance from the 
classroom or student contacts, having to deal with parents in negative or contentious 
situations, and the bureaucracy of the position (lack of autonomy) represent more than 60 
percent of the total response. 
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Table 6 
 
Summary of Top 3 Inhibitors chosen from a list of 36 Potential Motivating/Inhibiting Factors 
 
Greatest 
Inhibiting Factor 
2nd Greatest 
Inhibiting Factor 
3rd Greatest 
Inhibiting Factor 
List of Inhibiting Factors N 
Valid 
Percent N 
Valid 
Percent N 
Valid 
Percent 
Amount of stress 26 14.9 16 9.1 21 12.1 
Politics of the position – dealing with competing 
interests between groups 
24 13.8 20 11.4 9 5.2 
Impact on family life or family responsibilities 21 12.1 12 6.9 14 8.1 
“Distance” from the classroom or student contacts 19 10.9 14 8.0 14 8.1 
Dealing with parents in negative or contentious 
situations 
13 7.5 15 8.6 20 11.6 
Bureaucracy of the position (lack of autonomy) 14 8.0 17 9.7 12 6.9 
Amount of responsibility 10 5.7 9 5.1 2 1.2 
Student discipline (negative contacts with students) 7 4.0 10 5.7 8 4.6 
Accountability for student achievement (pressures from 
standardized test scores) 
6 3.4 6 3.4 15 8.7 
Working hours required each day (length of work day) 2 1.1 11 6.3 8 4.6 
Working hours required each week (length of work 
week) 
7 4.0 4 2.3 6 3.5 
Increased responsibility compared to increased salary 2 1.1 8 4.6 11 6.4 
Potential for litigation 3 1.7 7 4.0 7 4.0 
Level of satisfaction with current position 4 2.3 5 2.9 5 2.9 
Amount of paperwork 2 1.1 6 3.4 4 2.3 
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The questionnaire also asked respondents to select five factors from a list of 
twenty-two inhibiting factors and rank them.  Again, a weighted score was computed for 
each factor (Weighted Score = 5  number of 1st rank + 4  number of 2nd rank + 3  
number of 3
rd
 rank + 2  number of 4th rank + 1  number of 5th rank).  Although there 
was more variability than was seen with the motivating factors obtained using the same 
method, the top sixteen of the twenty-two factors listed in Table 7 represent more than 95 
percent of the total weighted response scores. 
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Table 7 
 
Ranking of Inhibiting Factors based on Weighted Score, Top 5 Inhibitors Selected and 
Ranked from a list of 22 Potential Inhibitors 
 
Rank 
Weighted 
Score List of Inhibiting Factors 1 2 3 4 5 
Amount of stress 22 21 17 15 12 287 
Politics of the position - dealing with competing interests between 
groups 
14 21 17 25 14 269 
"Distance" from the classroom or student contacts 19 11 20 5 12 221 
Dealing with parents in negative or contentious situations 10 14 14 20 10 198 
Impact on family life or family responsibilities 22 7 9 7 10 189 
Student discipline (negative contacts with students 14 12 12 9 6 178 
Bureaucracy of the position (lack of autonomy) 12 12 12 11 7 173 
Working hours required each day (length of work day) 6 12 11 5 1 122 
Working hours required each week (length of work week) 5 10 9 2 6 102 
Level of satisfaction with current position 6 9 
 
11 8 96 
Amount of responsibility 8 8 5 2 2 93 
Accountability for student achievement (pressures from standardized 
test scores) 
4 3 9 9 15 92 
Increased responsibility compared to increased salary 4 6 5 9 8 85 
Working days required each year (length of work year) 3 7 5 11 4 84 
Amount of paperwork 2 4 9 10 10 83 
Supervising and evaluating teachers and staff 7 2 2 3 9 64 
Potential for litigation 2 2 4 7 6 50 
Fear of failure 2 2 3 
 
7 34 
(Lack of) support or encouragement by principal or colleagues 3 
  
2 2 21 
My view of the reputation of a particular school 
 
1 1 
 
6 13 
Job security 
  
1 
 
2 5 
(Lack of) support or encouragement by family or friends 
 
1 
  
1 5 
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Hypotheses.  In addition to the overall research question examined by this study, 
there are five hypotheses also being tested.  Stated in the null form, they are: 1)  
Encouragement by a principal, coworker, or family member will have no effect on 
respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  2)  Participation in a leadership role, 
specifically those of instructional coach or teacher-on-special-assignment will have no 
effect on respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  3)  There is no gender 
difference in respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  4)  Perception of the 
relationship between salary and job responsibilities will have no impact on respondents’ 
intent to apply for the principalship.  5)  Possession of a principal’s license will have no 
impact on respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship. 
The survey questionnaire asked two questions related specifically to motivation.  
The first one was “How likely is it that you will apply to be a principal within the next 
five years?” and had three possible responses; “I intend to apply for and accept a 
principal position within five years”, “I intend to apply for and accept a principal position 
sometime after five years,” and “I do not intend to apply for or accept a principal position 
at any time.”  The other question asked respondents to rate their overall motivation to 
seek employment as a principal at some point in their career on a four-point Likert scale; 
Highly Motivated – very interested in becoming a principal, Motivated – somewhat 
interested in becoming a principal, Not Motivated – disinterested in becoming a principal, 
and Definitely Not Motivated – very disinterested in becoming a principal.  To verify 
reliability of these two items, a Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha statistic was computed for 
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these two test items, which yielded a value of 0.796, which was determined to indicate a 
reasonable level of internal consistency and reliability between these two questions. 
Hypothesis 1 
Encouragement by principal, coworker, or family member will have no effect 
on respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  To determine the differences 
between support or encouragement by the principal, colleague, or family member and the 
respondent’s motivation or intent to apply for the principalship, a Crosstabulation and 
Pearson Chi-Square statistic was computed between the question asking if people in 
various roles (district administrator, principal or supervisor, coworker or colleague, 
university professor or advisor, friend or relative, spouse, or someone else) had ever 
discussed with or encouraged the respondent to pursue the principalship or administration 
as a career and each of two motivation questions.  The question asking about 
encouragement had two potential responses (yes or no) and the question asking “How 
likely is it that you will apply to be a principal within the next five years?” had three 
potential responses, and therefore a chi-square statistic between encouragement and 
“intent to apply” had two degrees of freedom for this relationship, unless otherwise 
noted.  The question that asked respondents to rate their overall motivation to seek 
employment as a principal at some point in their career had four potential responses, and 
therefore a chi-square statistic between encouragement and “overall motivation” had 
three degrees of freedom for this relationship, unless otherwise noted. 
Encouragement from principal or supervisor.  When examining whether 
motivation to apply for the principalship and support from principal or supervisor are 
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independent, a Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 24.943 for the question about the 
respondent’s intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  With 2 degrees of 
freedom, this result has a significance of 0.000.  A Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value 
of 29.674 for the question about overall motivation.  With 3 degrees of freedom, this 
result also has a significance of 0.000.  Since both of these results are significant beyond 
the 0.05 level, we can reject null hypothesis that motivation and support from principal or 
supervisor are independent.  These results are shown in Tables 8 and 9. 
Table 8 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from Principal/Supervisor and 
Intent to Apply for Principal Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Support from Principal 
Total Yes No 
How likely is it 
that you will 
apply to be a 
principal within 
the next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
within 5 years. 
Count 13 2 15 
Expected Count 6.5 8.5 15.0 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
sometime after 5 years. 
Count 17 6 23 
Expected Count 10.0 13.0 23.0 
I do not intend to apply for or 
accept a principal position at 
any time. 
Count 51 97 148 
Expected Count 64.5 83.5 148.0 
Total 
Count 81 105 186 
Expected Count 81.0 105.0 186.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 24.943a 2 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 25.928 2 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 23.643 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 186   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 6.53. 
  
 55 
 
Table 9 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from Principal/Supervisor and 
Overall Motivation to Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Support from Principal 
Total Yes No 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Highly motivated.  Very 
interested in becoming a 
principal 
Count 14 0 14 
Expected Count 6.2 7.8 14.0 
Motivated. Somewhat 
interested in becoming a 
principal. 
Count 17 13 30 
Expected Count 13.3 16.7 30.0 
Not motivated. Disinterested 
in becoming a principal. 
Count 22 22 44 
Expected Count 19.5 24.5 44.0 
Definitely not motivated. 
Very disinterested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 22 59 81 
Expected Count 35.9 45.1 81.0 
Total 
Count 75 94 169 
Expected Count 75.0 94.0 169.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 29.674a 3 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 35.347 3 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 27.100 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 169   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 6.21. 
 
Encouragement from coworker or colleague.  When examining whether 
motivation to apply for the principalship and support from a coworker or colleague are 
independent, a Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 18.235 for the question about the 
respondent’s intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  With 2 degrees of 
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freedom, this result has a significance of 0.000.  A Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value 
of 21.633 for the question about overall motivation.  With 3 degrees of freedom, this 
result also has a significance of 0.000.  Since both of these results are significant beyond 
the 0.05 level, we can reject null hypothesis that motivation and support from a coworker 
or colleague are independent.  These results are shown in Tables 10 and 11. 
Table 10 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from Coworker/Colleague and 
Intent to Apply for Principal Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Support from Colleague 
Total Yes No 
How likely is it 
that you will 
apply to be a 
principal within 
the next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
within 5 years. 
Count 14 1 15 
Expected Count 8.4 6.6 15.0 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
sometime after 5 years. 
Count 18 4 22 
Expected Count 12.3 9.7 22.0 
I do not intend to apply for or 
accept a principal position at 
any time. 
Count 69 75 144 
Expected Count 80.4 63.6 144.0 
Total 
Count 101 80 181 
Expected Count 101.1 79.9 181.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 18.235a 2 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 20.891 2 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 17.343 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 181   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 6.63. 
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Table 11 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from Coworker/Colleague and 
Overall Motivation to Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Support from Colleague 
Total Yes No 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Highly motivated.  Very 
interested in becoming a 
principal 
Count 14 0 14 
Expected Count 7.8 6.2 14.0 
Motivated. Somewhat 
interested in becoming a 
principal. 
Count 20 9 29 
Expected Count 16.1 12.9 29.0 
Not motivated. Disinterested 
in becoming a principal. 
Count 25 16 41 
Expected Count 22.8 18.3 41.0 
Definitely not motivated. 
Very disinterested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 32 48 80 
Expected Count 44.4 35.6 80.0 
Total 
Count 91 73 164 
Expected Count 91.0 73.0 164.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 21.633a 3 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 26.921 3 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 20.578 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 164   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 6.23. 
 
Encouragement from spouse.  When examining whether motivation to apply for 
the principalship and support from spouse are independent, a Pearson Chi-Square test 
yields a value of 25.527 for the question about the respondent’s intent to apply for the 
principalship in the future.  With 2 degrees of freedom, this result has a significance of 
0.000.  A Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 24.726 for the question about overall 
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motivation.  With 3 degrees of freedom, this result also has a significance of 0.000.  Since 
both of these results are significant beyond the 0.05 level, we can reject null hypothesis 
that motivation and support from spouse are independent.  These results are shown in 
Tables 12 and 13. 
Table 12 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from Spouse and Intent to Apply 
for Principal Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Support from Spouse 
Total Yes No 
How likely is it 
that you will 
apply to be a 
principal within 
the next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
within 5 years. 
Count 12 2 14 
Expected Count 4.7 9.3 14.0 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
sometime after 5 years. 
Count 12 10 22 
Expected Count 7.5 14.5 22.0 
I do not intend to apply for or 
accept a principal position at 
any time. 
Count 34 101 135 
Expected Count 45.8 89.2 135.0 
Total 
Count 58 113 171 
Expected Count 58.0 113.0 171.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 25.527a 2 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 24.871 2 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 25.372 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 171   
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 4.75. 
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Table 13 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from Spouse and Overall 
Motivation to Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Support from Spouse 
Total Yes No 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Highly motivated.  Very 
interested in becoming a 
principal 
Count 9 2 11 
Expected Count 3.4 7.6 11.0 
Motivated. Somewhat 
interested in becoming a 
principal. 
Count 14 15 29 
Expected Count 8.9 20.1 29.0 
Not motivated. Disinterested 
in becoming a principal. 
Count 11 26 37 
Expected Count 11.3 25.7 37.0 
Definitely not motivated. 
Very disinterested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 13 64 77 
Expected Count 23.5 53.5 77.0 
Total 
Count 47 107 154 
Expected Count 47.0 107.0 154.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 24.726a 3 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 23.930 3 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 23.344 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 154   
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 3.36. 
 
Encouragement from friend or relative.  When examining whether motivation to 
apply for the principalship and support from a friend or relative are independent, a 
Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 27.986 for the question about the respondent’s 
intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  With 2 degrees of freedom, this result 
has a significance of 0.000.  A Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 30.138 for the 
 60 
question about overall motivation.  With 3 degrees of freedom, this result also has a 
significance of 0.000.  Since both of these results are significant beyond the 0.05 level, 
we can reject null hypothesis that motivation and support from a friend or relative are 
independent.  These results are shown in Tables 14 and 15. 
Table 14 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from a Friend or Relative and 
Intent to Apply for Principal Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Support from Friend 
Total Yes No 
How likely is it 
that you will 
apply to be a 
principal within 
the next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
within 5 years. 
Count 16 0 16 
Expected Count 8.2 7.8 16.0 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
sometime after 5 years. 
Count 17 4 21 
Expected Count 10.8 10.2 21.0 
I do not intend to apply for or 
accept a principal position at 
any time. 
Count 59 83 142 
Expected Count 73.0 69.0 142.0 
Total 
Count 92 87 179 
Expected Count 92.0 87.0 179.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 27.986a 2 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 34.779 2 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 27.195 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 179   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 7.78. 
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Table 15 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from a Friend or Relative and 
Overall Motivation to Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Support from Friend 
Total Yes No 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Highly motivated.  Very 
interested in becoming a 
principal 
Count 13 0 13 
Expected Count 6.6 6.4 13.0 
Motivated. Somewhat 
interested in becoming a 
principal. 
Count 23 8 31 
Expected Count 15.7 15.3 31.0 
Not motivated. Disinterested 
in becoming a principal. 
Count 21 19 40 
Expected Count 20.2 19.8 40.0 
Definitely not motivated. 
Very disinterested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 26 54 80 
Expected Count 40.5 39.5 80.0 
Total 
Count 83 81 164 
Expected Count 83.0 81.0 164.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 30.138a 3 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 35.680 3 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 29.862 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 164   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 6.42. 
 
Due to the significance of the relationships between motivation to apply for the 
principalship and support or encouragement by principal/supervisor, coworker/colleague, 
friend/family member, and spouse, I was curious about whether there is a similar 
relationship between motivation or intent to apply and support or encouragement from 
anyone, including university professors, district administrators, and others.  Again, a 
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Crosstabulation and Pearson Chi-Square statistic was computed to analyze these 
relationships. 
Encouragement from professor.  When examining whether motivation to apply 
for the principalship and support from a university professor or advisor are independent, a 
Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 10.994 for the question about the respondent’s 
intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  With 2 degrees of freedom, this result 
has a significance of 0.004.  A Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 16.980 for the 
question about overall motivation.  With 3 degrees of freedom, this result has a 
significance of 0.001.  Since both of these results are significant beyond the 0.05 level, 
we can reject null hypothesis that motivation and support from a university professor or 
advisor are independent.  These results are shown in Tables 16 and 17. 
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Table 16 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from a University Professor or 
Advisor and Intent to Apply for Principal Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Support from Professor 
Total Yes No 
How likely is it 
that you will 
apply to be a 
principal within 
the next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
within 5 years. 
Count 7 6 13 
Expected Count 3.3 9.7 13.0 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
sometime after 5 years. 
Count 9 12 21 
Expected Count 5.3 15.7 21.0 
I do not intend to apply for or 
accept a principal position at 
any time. 
Count 27 108 135 
Expected Count 34.3 100.7 135.0 
Total 
Count 43 126 169 
Expected Count 43.0 126.0 169.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 10.994a 2 .004 
Likelihood Ratio 9.964 2 .007 
Linear-by-Linear Association 10.660 1 .001 
N of Valid Cases 169   
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 3.31. 
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Table 17 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from a University Professor or 
Advisor and Overall Motivation to Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Support from Professor 
Total Yes No 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Highly motivated.  Very 
interested in becoming a 
principal 
Count 8 3 11 
Expected Count 2.9 8.1 11.0 
Motivated. Somewhat 
interested in becoming a 
principal. 
Count 10 18 28 
Expected Count 7.4 20.6 28.0 
Not motivated. Disinterested 
in becoming a principal. 
Count 10 29 39 
Expected Count 10.3 28.7 39.0 
Definitely not motivated. 
Very disinterested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 13 64 77 
Expected Count 20.4 56.6 77.0 
Total 
Count 41 114 155 
Expected Count 41.0 114.0 155.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 16.980a 3 .001 
Likelihood Ratio 15.383 3 .002 
Linear-by-Linear Association 14.359 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 155   
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 2.91. 
 
Encouragement from district administrator.  When examining whether 
motivation to apply for the principalship and support from a district administrator, too 
many cells had an expected count less than 5 to use the Pearson Chi-Square for the 
question about the respondent’s intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  The 
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likelihood categories were compressed (likely to apply, and not likely to apply) and the 
statistic was recalculated.  This yielded a Pearson Chi-Square value of 10.714 for the 
question about the respondent’s intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  The 
compression of categories also resulted in a reduction in degrees of freedom for this 
statistic from 3 df to 1 df.  With 1 degree of freedom, this result has a significance of 
0.001.  A Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 19.084 for the question about overall 
motivation.  With 3 degrees of freedom, this result has a significance of 0.000.  Since 
both of these results are significant beyond the 0.05 level, we can reject null hypothesis 
that motivation and support from a district administrator or advisor are independent.  
These results are shown in Tables 18 and 19. 
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Table 18 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from a District Administrator 
and Intent to Apply for Principal Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Support from 
District Administrator 
Total Yes No 
How likely is it 
that you will 
apply to be a 
principal within 
the next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
sometime in the future 
Count 13 23 36 
Expected Count 6.4 29.6 36.0 
I do not intend to apply for or 
accept a principal position at 
any time. 
Count 17 117 134 
Expected Count 23.6 110.4 134.0 
Total 
Count 30 140 170 
Expected Count 30.0 140.0 170.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 10.714a 1 .001   
Continuity Correctionb 9.163 1 .002   
Likelihood Ratio 9.405 1 .002   
Fisher's Exact Test    .002 .002 
Linear-by-Linear Association 10.651 1 .001   
N of Valid Cases 170     
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 6.35. 
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
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Table 19 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from a District Administrator 
and Overall Motivation to Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Support from 
District Administrator 
Total Yes No 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Highly motivated.  Very 
interested in becoming a 
principal 
Count 8 6 14 
Expected Count 2.7 11.3 14.0 
Motivated. Somewhat 
interested in becoming a 
principal. 
Count 5 21 26 
Expected Count 5.0 21.0 26.0 
Not motivated. Disinterested 
in becoming a principal. 
Count 10 29 39 
Expected Count 7.5 31.5 39.0 
Definitely not motivated. 
Very disinterested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 7 70 77 
Expected Count 14.8 62.2 77.0 
Total 
Count 30 126 156 
Expected Count 30.0 126.0 156.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 19.084a 3 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 16.845 3 .001 
Linear-by-Linear Association 13.953 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 156   
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 2.69. 
 
Encouragement from others.  When examining whether motivation or intent to 
apply for the principalship and support from other/someone else are independent, a 
Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 29.041 for the question about the respondent’s 
intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  With 2 degrees of freedom, this result 
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has a significance of 0.000.  A Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 30.609 for the 
question about overall motivation.  With 3 degrees of freedom, this result also has a 
significance of 0.000.  Since both of these results are significant beyond the 0.05 level, 
we can reject null hypothesis that motivation and support from other/someone else are 
independent.  These results are shown in Tables 20 and 21. 
Table 20 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from Other and Intent to Apply 
for Principal Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Support from Other 
Total Yes No 
How likely is it 
that you will 
apply to be a 
principal within 
the next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
within 5 years. 
Count 9 3 12 
Expected Count 3.5 8.6 12.0 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
sometime after 5 years. 
Count 12 7 19 
Expected Count 5.5 13.5 19.0 
I do not intend to apply for or 
accept a principal position at 
any time. 
Count 25 104 129 
Expected Count 37.1 91.9 129.0 
Total 
Count 46 114 160 
Expected Count 46.0 114.0 160.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 29.041a 2 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 26.609 2 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 27.219 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 160   
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 3.45. 
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Table 21 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Support from Other and Overall 
Motivation to Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Support from Other 
Total Yes No 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Highly motivated.  Very 
interested in becoming a 
principal 
Count 8 2 10 
Expected Count 3.1 6.9 10.0 
Motivated. Somewhat 
interested in becoming a 
principal. 
Count 16 10 26 
Expected Count 8.0 18.0 26.0 
Not motivated. Disinterested 
in becoming a principal. 
Count 8 28 36 
Expected Count 11.0 25.0 36.0 
Definitely not motivated. 
Very disinterested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 13 62 75 
Expected Count 23.0 52.0 75.0 
Total 
Count 45 102 147 
Expected Count 45.0 102.0 147.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 30.609a 3 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 29.130 3 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 26.862 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 147   
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 3.06. 
 
Overall, Pearson Chi-Square results show that there is a significant connection to 
the 0.05 level between motivation or intent to apply for the principalship, and support or 
encouragement from anyone, including principals, spouses, colleagues, professors, 
friends, and others.  Therefore, I would reject the null hypothesis that motivation to apply 
for the principalship and encouragement or support from others are independent. 
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Hypothesis 2 
Participation in a leadership role, specifically those of instructional coach or 
teacher-on-special-assignment will have no effect on respondents’ intent to apply for 
the principalship.  To determine the differences between participation in a leadership 
role, specifically those of TOSA or Instructional Coach, and the respondent’s motivation 
to apply for the principalship, a Crosstabulation and Pearson Chi-Square statistic was 
computed between the responses given to each of the two motivation questions and to the 
question asking to describe the respondent’s current position/role (Classroom Teacher, 
Teacher on Special Assignment (TOSA), Instructional Coach, Counselor or School 
Psychologist, Assistant Principal, Principal, or Other.  The responses from anyone 
identifying themselves as an Assistant Principal or Principal were eliminated because 
they did not fit the criteria of the population being studied, leaving the response 
categories of Teacher, TOSA, Instructional Coach, Counselor, and Other. 
Upon the initial calculation of the Pearson Chi-Square statistic, it was discovered 
that too many cells had an expected count below five to accurately compute this statistic 
for either question.  The categories of role were compressed to reflect “Classroom 
Teacher” or “Other Role” and the statistic was recalculated.  This compression of 
categories reduced the degrees of freedom between role and “intent to apply” from 12 df 
to 2 df.  The compression of categories reduced the degrees of freedom between role and 
“overall motivation” from 18 df to 3 df. 
When examining whether motivation or intent to apply for the principalship and 
position or role are independent, a Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 12.454 for 
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the question about the respondent’s intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  
With 2 degrees of freedom, this result has a significance of 0.002.  A Pearson Chi-Square 
test yields a value of 12.585 for the question about overall motivation.  With 3 degrees of 
freedom, this result has a significance of 0.006.  Since both of these results are significant 
beyond the 0.05 level, we can reject null hypothesis that motivation and position/role are 
independent.  However, we cannot make further determinations about differences 
between specific roles such as Instructional Coach, TOSA, Teacher-Librarian, Special 
Education staff, or others because of having compressed the group of responses to form 
this set of data.  These results are shown in Tables 22 and 23. 
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Table 22 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Role and Intent to Apply for Principal Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Role 
Total Teacher Other 
How likely is it 
that you will 
apply to be a 
principal within 
the next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
within 5 years. 
Count 7 10 17 
Expected Count 12.8 4.3 17.0 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
sometime after 5 years. 
Count 16 7 23 
Expected Count 17.3 5.8 23.0 
I do not intend to apply for or 
accept a principal position at 
any time. 
Count 121 31 152 
Expected Count 114.0 38.0 152.0 
Total 
Count 144 48 192 
Expected Count 144.0 48.0 192.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 12.454a 2 .002 
Likelihood Ratio 10.864 2 .004 
Linear-by-Linear Association 11.643 1 .001 
N of Valid Cases 192   
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 4.25. 
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Table 23 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Role and Overall Motivation to Pursue 
the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Role 
Total Teacher Other 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Highly motivated.  Very 
interested in becoming a 
principal 
Count 8 7 15 
Expected Count 11.2 3.8 15.0 
Motivated. Somewhat 
interested in becoming a 
principal. 
Count 19 13 32 
Expected Count 23.9 8.1 32.0 
Not motivated. Disinterested 
in becoming a principal. 
Count 33 12 45 
Expected Count 33.6 11.4 45.0 
Definitely not motivated. 
Very disinterested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 70 12 82 
Expected Count 61.3 20.7 82.0 
Total 
Count 130 44 174 
Expected Count 130.0 44.0 174.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 12.585a 3 .006 
Likelihood Ratio 12.359 3 .006 
Linear-by-Linear Association 12.330 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 174   
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.79. 
 
To examine the relationship between role and motivation in a different way, the 
categories of role were compressed to three categories reflecting “Classroom Teacher,” 
“Instructional Coach,” and “TOSA or Other Role” and the intent to apply and overall 
motivation categories were also compressed to reflect “intent to apply at some point in 
the future” or “do not intend to apply at any time” and “motivated or highly motivated” 
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or “not motivated or definitely not motivated” and the statistic was recalculated.  Again, 
the compression of categories resulted in changes in degrees of freedom for the chi-
square statistic. 
When examining whether motivation or intent to apply for the principalship and 
position or role are independent, a Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 19.069 for 
the question about the respondent’s intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  
With 2 degrees of freedom, this result has a significance of 0.000.  A Pearson Chi-Square 
test yields a value of 17.866 for the question about overall motivation.  With 3 degrees of 
freedom, this result also has a significance of 0.000.  Since both of these results are 
significant beyond the 0.05 level, we can reject null hypothesis that motivation and 
position/role are independent.  Instructional Coaches are over-represented in the category 
of motivation and intent to apply for principal positions in the future, indicating that the 
role of Instructional Coach is a de-facto training ground for upcoming principals.  These 
results are shown in Tables 24 and 25. 
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Table 24 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Position and Intent to Apply for Principal 
Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Position 
Total Teacher 
Instructional 
Coach 
TOSA or 
Other 
How likely is it 
that you will 
apply to be a 
principal within 
the next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
at some point in the 
future. 
Count 22 10 7 39 
Expected Count 26.5 3.3 9.2 39.0 
I do not intend to apply 
for or accept a principal 
position at any time. 
Count 108 6 38 152 
Expected Count 103.5 12.7 35.8 152.0 
Total 
Count 130 16 45 191 
Expected Count 130.0 16.0 45.0 191.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 19.069a 2 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 15.068 2 .001 
Linear-by-Linear Association 9.987 1 .002 
N of Valid Cases 191   
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 3.27. 
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Table 25 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Position and Overall Motivation to 
Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Position 
Total Teacher 
Instructional 
Coach 
TOSA or 
Other 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Motivated or highly 
motivated.  Interested or 
very interested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 
27 11 9 47 
Expected Count 
32.1 4.1 10.8 47.0 
Not motivated or 
definitely not motivated. 
Disinterested or very 
disinterested in becoming 
a principal. 
Count 
92 4 31 127 
Expected Count 
86.9 10.9 29.2 127.0 
Total 
Count 119 15 40 174 
Expected Count 119.0 15.0 40.0 174.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 17.866a 2 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 15.516 2 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 10.264 1 .001 
N of Valid Cases 174   
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 4.05. 
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Hypothesis 3 
There is no gender difference in respondents’ intent to apply for the 
principalship.  To determine the differences between gender and the respondent’s 
motivation or intent to apply for the principalship, a Crosstabulation and Pearson Chi-
Square statistic was computed between the responses given to each of the two motivation 
questions and to the question asking about the respondent’s gender.  Upon the initial 
calculation of the Pearson Chi-Square statistic, it was discovered that too many cells had 
an expected count below five to accurately compute this statistic for the question about 
the respondent’s intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  The categories of 
intent to apply were compressed to reflect “intend to apply at some point in the future” or 
“do not intend to apply at any time” and the statistic was recalculated. 
When examining whether motivation and intent to apply for the principalship and 
gender are independent, a Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 3.402 for the question 
about the respondent’s intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  With 1 degree 
of freedom, this result has a significance of 0.065.  A Pearson Chi-Square test yields a 
value of 2.968 for the question about overall motivation.  With 3 degrees of freedom, this 
result has a significance of 0.397.  Since both of these results are not significant beyond 
the 0.05 level, we cannot reject null hypothesis that motivation and gender are 
independent.  This set of data does not indicate that gender differences exist in the 
motivation or intent to apply for the principalship.  These results are shown in Tables 26 
and 27. 
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Table 26 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Gender and Intent to Apply for Principal 
Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Gender 
Total Male Female 
How likely is it 
that you will 
apply to be a 
principal within 
the next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
sometime in the future 
Count 11 28 39 
Expected Count 7.1 31.9 39.0 
I do not intend to apply for or 
accept a principal position at 
any time. 
Count 23 126 149 
Expected Count 26.9 122.1 149.0 
Total 
Count 34 154 188 
Expected Count 34.0 154.0 188.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 3.402a 1 .065   
Continuity Correctionb 2.595 1 .107   
Likelihood Ratio 3.127 1 .077   
Fisher's Exact Test    .099 .058 
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.384 1 .066   
N of Valid Cases 188     
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 7.05. 
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
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Table 27 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Gender and Overall Motivation to 
Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Gender 
Total Male Female 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Highly motivated.  Very 
interested in becoming a 
principal 
Count 4 11 15 
Expected Count 2.6 12.4 15.0 
Motivated. Somewhat 
interested in becoming a 
principal. 
Count 8 24 32 
Expected Count 5.6 26.4 32.0 
Not motivated. Disinterested 
in becoming a principal. 
Count 6 37 43 
Expected Count 7.5 35.5 43.0 
Definitely not motivated. 
Very disinterested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 12 70 82 
Expected Count 14.3 67.7 82.0 
Total 
Count 30 142 172 
Expected Count 30.0 142.0 172.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 2.968a 3 .397 
Likelihood Ratio 2.795 3 .424 
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.255 1 .133 
N of Valid Cases 172   
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 2.62. 
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Hypothesis 4 
Perception of the relationship between salary and job responsibilities will 
have no impact on respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  To explore this 
hypothesis, four factors were examined with regard to their relationship to the 
respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship and the overall motivation of the 
respondents in becoming a principal.  First, the respondents’ classifying the factor of 
“Increased responsibility compared to increased salary” as being an overall incentive or 
barrier.  Second the perception of respondents with regard to whether principals are 
overpaid or underpaid when compared to the responsibilities of the job.  Third, the 
perception of respondents as to whether the principal position is more or less secure than 
the respondents’ current position.  Fourth, the perception of respondents as to whether the 
principalship is more or less stressful than their current position.  In essence, the 
examination of these factors should help to determine whether there is a relationship 
between some of the “negative” aspects of the principalship and motivation to pursue the 
position. 
The relationship between motivation/intent and the perception of salary 
compared to responsibility.  To determine the differences between perception of the 
factor of the relationship between salary and responsibility as a motivating or inhibiting 
factor, and the respondent’s motivation or intent to apply for the principalship, a 
Crosstabulation and Pearson Chi-Square statistic was computed between the responses 
given to each of the two motivation questions and to the question asking about the 
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respondent’s perception of whether the factor of the relationship between salary and 
responsibility is a motivating or inhibiting factor. 
Upon the initial calculation of the Pearson Chi-Square statistic, it was discovered 
that too many cells had an expected count below five to accurately compute this statistic 
for the question about the respondent’s intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  
The categories of intent to apply were compressed to reflect “intent to apply at some 
point in the future” or “do not intend to apply at any time” and the categories of 
motivating or inhibiting factor were compressed to reflect “Incentive or significant 
incentive,” “neither an incentive nor a barrier,” and “barrier or significant barrier” and the 
statistic was recalculated.  The compression of response categories also changed the 
degrees of freedom for Chi-square statistic examining the relationship between “intent to 
apply” and “perception of the relationship between salary and responsibility” from 8 df to 
2 df. 
When examining whether motivation to apply for the principalship and the 
perception of the relationship between salary and responsibility are independent, a 
Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 10.777 for the question about the respondent’s 
intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  With 2 degrees of freedom, this result 
has a significance of 0.005.  A Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 11.131 for the 
question about overall motivation.  With 6 degrees of freedom, this result has a 
significance of 0.084.  The first result is significant beyond the 0.05 level, indicating that 
the relationship between respondents’ perception of the relationship between salary and 
responsibility and the likelihood that they will pursue the principalship in the future are 
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related.  However, because the relationship between respondents’ overall motivation and 
the perception of the relationship between salary and responsibility are not significant 
beyond the 0.05 level, we cannot reject null hypothesis that motivation and perception of 
the relationship between salary and responsibility are independent.  Because these results 
are conflicting, I would say that the examination of this particular factor is inconclusive.  
These results are shown in Tables 28 and 29. 
Table 28 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for the Perception of the Relationship 
Between Responsibility and Salary and Intent to Apply for Principal Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Responsibility vs. Salary 
Total 
Incentive or 
Significant 
Incentive 
Neither 
Incentive nor 
Barrier 
Barrier or 
Significant 
Barrier 
How likely is it 
that you will 
apply to be a 
principal within 
the next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
at some point in the 
future. 
Count 11 12 15 38 
Expected Count 5.0 13.5 19.5 38.0 
I do not intend to apply 
for or accept a principal 
position at any time. 
Count 12 50 75 137 
Expected Count 18.0 48.5 70.5 137.0 
Total 
Count 23 62 90 175 
Expected Count 23.0 62.0 90.0 175.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 10.777a 2 .005 
Likelihood Ratio 9.277 2 .010 
Linear-by-Linear Association 7.451 1 .006 
N of Valid Cases 175   
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 4.99. 
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Table 29 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for the Perception of the Relationship 
Between Responsibility and Salary and Overall Motivation to Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Responsibility vs. Salary 
Total 
Incentive 
or 
Significant 
Incentive 
Neither 
Incentive 
nor Barrier 
Barrier or 
Significant 
Barrier 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Highly motivated.  Very 
interested in becoming a 
principal 
Count 4 6 5 15 
Expected Count 1.9 5.3 7.9 15.0 
Motivated.  Somewhat 
interested in becoming a 
principal 
Count 8 9 15 32 
Expected Count 4.0 11.2 16.8 32.0 
Not motivated. 
Disinterested in becoming 
a principal. 
Count 3 17 25 45 
Expected Count 5.6 15.8 23.6 45.0 
Definitely not motivated. 
Very disinterested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 6 27 43 76 
Expected Count 9.5 26.7 39.8 76.0 
Total 
Count 21 59 88 168 
Expected Count 21.0 59.0 88.0 168.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 11.131a 6 .084 
Likelihood Ratio 10.254 6 .114 
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.113 1 .013 
N of Valid Cases 168   
a. 2 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 1.88. 
 
The relationship between motivation/intent and the belief that principals are 
overpaid or underpaid.  To determine the differences between respondent’s belief that 
principals are either overpaid or underpaid when compared to their job responsibilities 
 84 
and the respondent’s motivation or intent to apply for the principalship, a Crosstabulation 
and Pearson Chi-Square statistic was computed between the responses given to each of 
the two motivation questions and to the question asking about the respondent’s 
perception of the relationship between salary and responsibility of the principalship. 
Upon the initial calculation of the Pearson Chi-Square statistic, it was discovered 
that too many cells had an expected count below five to accurately compute this statistic 
for either the question about the respondent’s intent to apply for the principalship in the 
future or the overall motivation to seek employment as a principal.  The categories of 
intent to apply were compressed to reflect “intent to apply at some point in the future” or 
“do not intend to apply at any time” and the categories of motivation to apply for the 
principalship were compressed to reflect “Interested or very interested in becoming a 
principal” and “disinterested or very disinterested in becoming a principal” and the 
statistic was recalculated.  The compression of response categories resulted in a change in 
degrees of freedom for the chi-square statistic for the “intent to apply” question from 4 df 
to 2 df.  The compression of response categories resulted in a change in degrees of 
freedom for the chi-square statistic for the “overall motivation” question from 6 df to 2 df. 
When examining whether intent to apply for the principalship and the perception 
of whether principals are overpaid or underpaid are independent, a Pearson Chi-Square 
test yields a value of 4.953 for the question about the respondent’s intent to apply for the 
principalship in the future.  With 2 degrees of freedom, this result has a significance of 
0.084.  A Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 2.286 for the question about overall 
motivation.  With 2 degrees of freedom, this result has a significance of 0.319.  Since 
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neither of these results are significant beyond the 0.05 level, we cannot reject null 
hypothesis that motivation and the perception whether principals are overpaid or 
underpaid are independent.  These results are shown in Tables 30 and 31. 
Table 30 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for the Perception whether Principals are Overpaid 
or Underpaid Compared to Job Responsibilities and Intent to Apply for Principal Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Salary compared to job responsibilities 
Total 
Principals are 
paid fairly 
compared to 
their 
responsibilities 
Principals are 
overpaid 
compared to 
their 
responsibilities 
Principals are 
underpaid 
compared to 
their 
responsibilities 
How likely is 
it that you 
will apply to 
be a principal 
within the 
next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal 
position at some point 
in the future. 
Count 11 2 22 35 
Expected Count 16.8 1.8 16.4 35.0 
I do not intend to apply 
for or accept a principal 
position at any time. 
Count 71 7 58 136 
Expected Count 65.2 7.2 63.6 136.0 
Total 
Count 82 9 80 171 
Expected Count 82.0 9.0 80.0 171.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 4.953a 2 .084 
Likelihood Ratio 5.043 2 .080 
Linear-by-Linear Association 4.908 1 .027 
N of Valid Cases 171   
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 1.84. 
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Table 31 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for the Perception whether Principals are 
Overpaid or Underpaid Compared to Job Responsibilities and Overall Motivation to 
Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Salary compared to job responsibilities 
Total 
Principals are 
paid fairly 
compared to 
their 
responsibilities 
Principals are 
overpaid 
compared to 
their 
responsibilities 
Principals are 
underpaid 
compared to 
their 
responsibilities 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Interested or very 
interested in 
becoming a 
principal 
Count 18 3 26 47 
Expected Count 22.4 2.5 22.1 47.0 
Disinterested or 
very disinterested 
in becoming a 
principal. 
Count 64 6 55 125 
Expected Count 59.6 6.5 58.9 125.0 
Total 
Count 82 9 81 172 
Expected Count 82.0 9.0 81.0 172.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 2.286a 2 .319 
Likelihood Ratio 2.304 2 .316 
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.102 1 .147 
N of Valid Cases 172   
a. 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 2.46. 
 
The relationship between motivation/intent and perception of relative job 
security.  To examine the differences between respondents’ belief that the principalship is 
more or less secure than their current position and motivation or intent to apply for the 
principalship, a Crosstabulation and Pearson Chi-Square statistic was computed between 
the responses given to each of the two motivation questions and to the question asking 
about the respondent’s perception of the relative security of the principalship. 
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Upon the initial calculation of the Pearson Chi-Square statistic, it was discovered 
that too many cells had an expected count below five to accurately compute this statistic 
for the question about the likelihood of the respondent applying for the principalship in 
the future.  The categories of intent to apply were compressed to reflect “intent to apply 
at some point in the future” or “do not intend to apply at any time” and the statistic was 
recalculated.  The compression of response categories resulted in a change in degrees of 
freedom for the chi-square statistic for the “intent to apply” question from 4 df to 2 df. 
When examining whether the factors of intent to apply for the principalship and 
the perception of the relative security of the principalship are independent, a Pearson Chi-
Square test yields a value of 4.205 for the question about the intent of the respondent to 
apply for the principalship in the future.  With 2 degrees of freedom, this result has a 
significance of 0.122.  A Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 7.873 for the question 
about overall motivation.  With 6 degrees of freedom, this result has a significance of 
0.248.  Since neither of these results are significant beyond the 0.05 level, we cannot 
reject null hypothesis that motivation and the perception of the job security of the 
principalship are independent.  These results are shown in Tables 32 and 33. 
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Table 32 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for the Perception of the Relative Job 
Security of the Principalship and Intent to Apply for Principal Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Security of the Principalship 
Total 
The 
principalship is 
a more secure 
position than 
my current job. 
The 
principalship is 
a less secure 
position than 
my current job. 
The 
principalship 
has the same 
level of 
security as my 
current job. 
How likely is 
it that you 
will apply to 
be a principal 
within the 
next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal 
position at some point in 
the future. 
Count 
2 19 14 35 
Expected Count 
5.6 15.0 14.4 35.0 
I do not intend to apply 
for or accept a principal 
position at any time. 
Count 
25 54 56 135 
Expected Count 
21.4 58.0 55.6 135.
0 
Total 
Count 27 73 70 170 
Expected Count 
27.0 73.0 70.0 170.
0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 4.205a 2 .122 
Likelihood Ratio 4.850 2 .088 
Linear-by-Linear Association .699 1 .403 
N of Valid Cases 170   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 5.56. 
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Table 33 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for the Perception of the Relative Job 
Security of the Principalship and Overall Motivation to Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Security of the Principalship 
Total 
The 
principalship 
is a more 
secure 
position than 
my current 
job. 
The 
principalship 
is a less 
secure 
position than 
my current 
job. 
The 
principalship 
has the same 
level of 
security as 
my current 
job. 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Highly motivated.  
Very interested in 
becoming a principal 
Count 1 10 4 15 
Expected Count 2.4 6.5 6.1 15.0 
Motivated.  
Somewhat interested 
in becoming a 
principal 
Count 3 17 12 32 
Expected Count 5.1 13.8 13.1 32.0 
Not motivated. 
Disinterested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 10 17 17 44 
Expected Count 
6.9 19.0 18.0 44.0 
Definitely not 
motivated. Very 
disinterested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 13 30 37 80 
Expected Count 12.6 34.6 32.7 80.0 
Total 
Count 27 74 70 171 
Expected Count 27.0 74.0 70.0 171.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 7.873a 6 .248 
Likelihood Ratio 7.881 6 .247 
Linear-by-Linear Association .232 1 .630 
N of Valid Cases 171   
a. 1 cells (8.3%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 2.37. 
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The relationship between motivation/intent and perception of relative job stress.  
To examine the differences between respondents’ belief that the principalship is more or 
less stressful than their current position and motivation or intent to apply for the 
principalship, a Crosstabulation and Pearson Chi-Square statistic was computed between 
the responses given to each of the two motivation questions and to the question asking 
about the respondent’s perception of the relative stressfulness of the principalship. 
Upon the initial calculation of the Pearson Chi-Square statistic, it was discovered 
that too many cells had an expected count below five to accurately compute this statistic 
for either the question about the likelihood of the respondent applying for the 
principalship in the future or the overall motivation to seek employment as a principal.  
The categories of intent to apply were compressed to reflect “intent to apply at some 
point in the future” or “do not intend to apply at any time” and the categories of the 
stressfulness of the principalship were compressed to reflect “the principalship is more 
stressful than my current position” and “the principalship as the same amount or less 
stress than my current position” and the statistic was recalculated.  The compression of 
response categories resulted in a change in degrees of freedom for the chi-square statistic 
for the “intent to apply” question from 4 df to 1 df.  The compression of response 
categories also resulted in a change in degrees of freedom for the chi-square statistic for 
the “overall motivation” question from 6 df to 3 df. 
When examining whether the factors of intent to apply for the principalship and 
the perception of the relative stressfulness of the principalship are independent, a Pearson 
Chi-Square test yields a value of 0.570 for the question about the intent of the respondent 
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to apply for the principalship in the future.  With 1 degree of freedom, this result has a 
significance of 0.450.  A Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 1.912 for the question 
about overall motivation.  With 3 degrees of freedom, this result has a significance of 
0.591.  Since both of these results are not significant beyond the 0.05 level, we cannot 
reject null hypothesis that motivation and the perception of the relative stressfulness of 
the principalship are independent.  These results are shown in Tables 34 and 35. 
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Table 34 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for the Perception of the Relative 
Stressfulness of the Principalship and Intent to Apply for Principal Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Stressfulness of the Principalship 
Total 
Principalship is 
more stressful 
than my current 
position 
Principalship 
has same 
amount or less 
stress than my 
current position 
How likely is it 
that you will 
apply to be a 
principal within 
the next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for and 
accept a principal position 
sometime in the future 
Count 27 8 35 
Expected Count 28.5 6.5 35.0 
I do not intend to apply for or 
accept a principal position at 
any time. 
Count 110 23 133 
Expected Count 108.5 24.5 133.0 
Total 
Count 137 31 168 
Expected Count 137.0 31.0 168.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact 
Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .570a 1 .450   
Continuity Correctionb .260 1 .610   
Likelihood Ratio .547 1 .459   
Fisher's Exact Test    .467 .297 
Linear-by-Linear Association .567 1 .452   
N of Valid Cases 168     
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 6.46. 
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
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Table 35 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for the Perception of the Relative 
Stressfulness of the Principalship and Overall Motivation to Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Stressfulness of the Principalship 
Total 
Principalship is 
more stressful 
than my current 
position 
Principalship has 
same amount or 
less stress than 
my current 
position 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Highly motivated.  Very 
interested in becoming a 
principal 
Count 11 4 15 
Expected Count 12.2 2.8 15.0 
Motivated. Somewhat 
interested in becoming a 
principal. 
Count 25 5 30 
Expected Count 24.5 5.5 30.0 
Not motivated. Disinterested 
in becoming a principal. 
Count 34 10 44 
Expected Count 35.9 8.1 44.0 
Definitely not motivated. 
Very disinterested in 
becoming a principal. 
Count 68 12 80 
Expected Count 65.3 14.7 80.0 
Total 
Count 138 31 169 
Expected Count 138.0 31.0 169.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 1.912a 3 .591 
Likelihood Ratio 1.847 3 .605 
Linear-by-Linear Association .863 1 .353 
N of Valid Cases 169   
a. 1 cells (12.5%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 2.75. 
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Hypothesis 5 
Possession of a principal’s license will have no impact on respondents’ intent 
to apply for the principalship.  To determine the differences between possession of a 
principal’s license and the respondent’s motivation or intent to apply for the 
principalship, a Crosstabulation and Pearson Chi-Square statistic was computed between 
the responses given to each of the two motivation questions and to the question asking 
about possession of a principal’s license. 
Upon the initial calculation of the Pearson Chi-Square statistic, it was discovered 
that too many cells had an expected count below five to accurately compute this statistic 
for the question about the respondent’s intent to apply for the principalship in the future.  
The categories of intent to apply were compressed to reflect “intent to apply at some 
point in the future” or “do not intend to apply at any time” and the statistic was 
recalculated.  The compression of response categories resulted in a change in degrees of 
freedom for the chi-square statistic for the “intent to apply” question from 4 df to 2 df. 
When examining whether motivation to apply for the principalship and possession 
of a principal’s license are independent, a Pearson Chi-Square test yields a value of 
120.756 for the question about the respondent’s intent to apply for the principalship in the 
future.  With 2 degrees of freedom, this result has a significance of 0.000.  A Pearson 
Chi-Square test yields a value of 82.587 for the question about overall motivation.  With 
2 degrees of freedom, this result also has a significance of 0.000.  Since both of these 
results are significant beyond the 0.05 level, we can reject null hypothesis that motivation 
and possession of a principal’s license are independent.  Those respondents who already 
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have, or are in the process of obtaining a principal’s license are more likely to be 
motivated to apply for a principalship than those who do not.  These results are shown in 
Tables 36 and 37. 
Table 36 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Possession of a Principal’s License and 
Intent to Apply for Principal Positions 
Intent to Apply  
Status of Principal’s License 
Total 
Currently have 
or are in the 
process of 
getting a 
Principal's 
license 
Don't have a 
Principal's 
license but 
plan to get one 
in the future 
Don't have a 
Principal’s 
license and 
don't plan to 
get one in the 
future 
How likely is 
it that you 
will apply to 
be a principal 
within the 
next five 
years? 
I intend to apply for 
and accept a principal 
position at some point 
in the future. 
Count 16 21 3 40 
Expected Count 5.0 5.2 29.7 40.0 
I do not intend to 
apply for or accept a 
principal position at 
any time. 
Count 8 4 139 151 
Expected Count 19.0 19.8 112.3 151.0 
Total 
Count 24 25 142 191 
Expected Count 24.0 25.0 142.0 191.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 120.756a 2 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 114.424 2 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 91.783 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 191   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 5.03. 
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Table 37 
 
Observed and Expected Frequencies and 2 for Possession of a Principal’s License and 
Overall Motivation to Pursue the Principalship 
Overall Motivation  
Status of Principal’s License 
Total 
Currently have 
or are in the 
process of 
getting a 
Principal's 
license 
Don't have a 
Principal's 
license but plan 
to get one in 
the future 
Don't have a 
Principal’s 
license and 
don't plan to 
get one in the 
future 
Overall, how 
would you rate 
your motivation to 
seek employment 
as a principal at 
some point in 
your career? 
Interested or very 
interested in 
becoming a 
principal 
Count 17 18 12 47 
Expected Count 6.2 5.7 35.0 47.0 
Disinterested or 
very disinterested 
in becoming a 
principal. 
Count 6 3 117 126 
Expected Count 16.8 15.3 94.0 126.0 
Total 
Count 23 21 129 173 
Expected Count 23.0 21.0 129.0 173.0 
  
    
Chi-Square Tests 
  Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 82.587a 2 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 78.910 2 .000 
Linear-by-Linear Association 65.933 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 173   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5.  The minimum expected count is 5.71. 
 
Age Differences 
Over the past ten years, there has been a national trend toward both older and 
younger principals.  According to Aud, Hussar, et al. (2010), 23.8 percent of principals 
were under the age of forty-five and 23.7 percent were fifty-five or older in 1999-2000.  
By 2007-2008, the percentage of principals under the age of forty-five had increased to 
32.6 percent and the percentage of principals age fifty-five or older had jumped to 34.4 
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percent.  The percentage of principals in the middle of their career between 45 and 55 
years old decreased during that time span from comprising more than half (52.5 percent) 
to approximately one-third (34 percent) of all principals in the United States. 
An analysis of reported age compared to intent to apply for the principalship in 
the future or overall motivation to pursue the principalship showed an overall trend 
toward more interest for younger teachers.  Of the thirty-nine respondents that indicated 
that they are likely to apply for the principalship sometime in the future, twenty-seven 
were under the age of 45.  In addition, of the forty-six respondents that indicated they 
were motivated or highly motivated to pursue the principalship at some point in their 
career, thirty of them were under the age of 45.  However, a Pearson Chi-Square statistic 
was not statistically significant beyond the 0.05 standard for either of these questions.  
The question about the respondent’s intent to apply for the principalship in the future 
yielded a value of 2 = 8.402 (p = 0.078, 4 df) and the question about the respondent’s 
overall motivation to pursue the principalship at some point in their career yielded a value 
of 2 = 6.899 (p = 0.141, 4 df).  Although there seems to be a general trend of greater 
interest from younger respondents, this set of data does not indicate that statistically 
significant age differences exist in the motivation or intent to apply for the principalship. 
Individual Comments 
The final two questions of the survey instrument gave respondents the opportunity 
to write individual comments.  First, respondents were asked what changes to the 
principal’s job description would they recommend, if any, that would make the job more 
enticing to them.  The second question asked respondents to provide any additional 
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comments they wished to add regarding their interest in, or opposition to, the field of 
educational administration.  Of the 196 respondents, 32 offered suggested changes and 33 
offered additional comments.  Although respondents that indicated motivation or interest 
in applying for the principalship were slightly more likely to also respond to these 
questions and respondents that indicated a lack of interest in pursuing the principalship 
were slightly less likely to respond to these questions, this was not a significant finding.  
A crosstabulation and Pearson Chi-Square showed that response counts still fell within 
expected ranges.  Individual responses to these questions are listed as Appendix H and 
Appendix I. 
Summary of Results 
This study explored the major motivating and inhibiting factors that educators use 
when deciding whether or not to pursue the principalship.  The data showed that the 
primary motivating factors are the desire to make a positive difference for others, the 
ability to influence or improve a school, leading and supporting teachers (instructional 
leadership), the ability to initiate change, a professional challenge, higher salary, the 
chance to develop and implement a vision for school improvement, the desire to be a 
leader, a personal challenge, and the potential for additional job opportunities for the 
future or movement along a career path.  The primary inhibiting factors are the amount of 
stress, politics of the position, working with parents in negative or contentious situations, 
bureaucracy, the impact on family life or family responsibilities, the distance from the 
classroom or student contacts, the length of work day and of work week, student 
discipline, pressures from standardized test scores (accountability), the amount of 
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responsibility, the number of days in the work year, the amount of paperwork, and the 
potential for litigation. 
A multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine which of the factors 
from a list of thirty-six potential motivators or inhibitors in this study had the greatest 
impact on overall motivation to pursue the principalship.  The multiple regression 
showed that seven factors seem to make the greatest contribution to a prediction of 
motivation toward or inhibition against the principalship.  Responses to the factors of 
professional challenge, supervising and evaluating teachers, support by family or friends, 
working with parents in difficult or contentious situations, the length of the work week, 
movement along a career path, and job security were responsible for almost half of the 
overall variance (R
2
 = 0.478) in reported motivation or inhibition with regard to the 
pursuit of the principalship.  An ANOVA of this model shows that this regression model 
is statistically significant beyond the p < 0.05 level, F (7, 144) = 18.832; p = 0.000.  In 
addition, the large difference between the mean square of the regression (MS = 10.345) 
compared to the mean square of the residual (MS = 0.549) indicates that the regression 
model explains significantly more of the variance than the error.  A t-test on the 
standardized coefficient () for each of the variables was statistically significant beyond 
the 0.05 level for all of the variables, except for length of work week.  This indicates that 
each of these factors are significant predictors of motivation or inhibition with regard to 
the principalship.  The results of these t-tests are shown in Table 38. 
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Table 38 
 
Significant Coefficients from Multiple Regression of 36 Factors on Overall Motivation to 
Pursue the Principalship 
 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
  
Model B Std. Error Beta () t Sig. 
(Constant) 0.308 0.396  0.778 0.438 
Professional challenge 0.324 0.097 0.243 3.354 0.001 
Supervise and evaluate teachers 0.220 0.061 0.244 3.584 0.000 
Support by family/friends 0.332 0.090 0.238 3.709 0.000 
Working with parents in difficult 
or contentious situations 
0.265 0.071 0.246 3.758 0.000 
Length of work week (hours) -0.123 0.066 -0.123 -1.866 0.064 
Movement along a career path 0.243 0.083 0.215 2.934 0.004 
Job security -0.220 0.084 -0.184 -2.606 0.010 
Dependent Variable: Overall motivation to pursue the principalship 
 
This study also explored a variety of other factors including age, gender, 
possession of a principal’s license, encouragement by others, etc. with regard to 
motivation to pursue the principalship.  To determine which, if any, of these additional 
factors may have an impact on respondent’s interest in, or reticence toward the 
principalship, another multiple regression analysis was conducted.  Of the fifty-four 
potential factors, the multiple regression identified six features that seem to make the 
greatest contribution to a prediction of motivation toward or inhibition against the 
principalship.  The factors of having a principal’s license, professional challenge, support 
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from family or friends, support from principal or colleagues, movement along a career 
path, and whether the respondent was planning to retire within the next three years were 
responsible for almost 65 percent of the overall variance (R
2
 = 0.647) in reported 
motivation or inhibition with regard to the pursuit of the principalship. 
An ANOVA shows that this regression model is statistically significant beyond 
the p < 0.05 level, F(6, 112) = 34.250; p = 0.000.  In addition, the large difference 
between the mean square of the regression (MS = 11.427) compared to the mean square 
of the residual (MS = 0.334) indicates that the regression model explains significantly 
more of the variance than the error.  A t-test on the standardized coefficient () for each 
of the variables was statistically significant beyond the 0.05 level for all of the variables.  
The results of these t-tests are shown in Table 39. 
Table 39 
 
Significant Coefficients from Multiple Regression of 54 Factors on Overall Motivation to 
Pursue the Principalship 
Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B 
Std. 
Error Beta () 
(Constant) 0.032 0.502  0.064 0.949 
Have principal license 0.471 0.066  0.447 7.147 0.000 
Professional challenge 0.222 0.085  0.168 2.604 0.010 
Support from friends or family 0.487 0.113  0.256 4.328 0.000 
Support from principal or colleagues 0.232 0.081  0.174 2.872 0.005 
Movement along a career path 0.184 0.064  0.174 2.851 0.005 
Intend to retire within the next 1-3 years -0.433 0.188 -0.133 -2.307 0.023 
Dependent Variable: Overall motivation to pursue the principalship 
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Finally, this study tested five hypotheses with regard to the correlation between 
several factors and motivation toward or inhibition against the pursuit of the 
principalship.  The data from this study indicate that encouragement by others, 
participation in a leadership role, specifically those of Instructional Coach, and 
possession of a principal’s license all correlate to higher levels of motivation.  The data 
did not indicate significant correlations between motivation and either the perception of 
the relationship between salary and responsibility or gender.  The results of the 
hypotheses are shown in Table 40. 
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Table 40 
 
Summary of Results for Hypotheses 
 
Statistically significant 
result? 
(reject null hypothesis)  Question Chi-square df Sig. 
Hypothesis 1 
Encouragement by 
others compared to 
motivation 
 
Yes Encouraged by Principal or 
Supervisor 
Intent 24.943 2 .000 
Motivation 29.674 3 .000 
Encouraged by Coworker or 
Colleague 
Intent 18.235 2 .000 
Motivation 21.633 3 .000 
Encouraged by Spouse 
Intent 25.527 2 .000 
Motivation 24.726 3 .000 
Encouraged by Friend or 
Relative 
Intent 27.986 2 .000 
Motivation 30.138 3 .000 
Hypothesis 2 
Participation in a 
leadership role 
compared to motivation 
 
Yes Teacher, Instructional Coach, or 
TOSA/Other 
Intent 19.069 2 .000 
Motivation 17.866 2 .000 
Hypothesis 3 
Gender compared to 
motivation 
 
No 
Male or Female 
Intent 3.402 1 .065 
Motivation 2.968 3 .397 
Hypothesis 4 
Perception of the 
relationship between 
salary and responsibility 
and motivation 
 
No Perception of Relationship 
between Salary and 
Responsibility 
Intent 10.777 2 .005 
Motivation 11.131 6 .084 
Principal overpaid or underpaid 
Intent 4.953 2 .084 
Motivation 2.286 2 .319 
Job security of the principalship 
Intent 4.205 2 .122 
Motivation 7.873 6 .248 
Stress of the principalship 
Intent .570 1 .450 
Motivation 1.912 3 .591 
Hypothesis 5 
Possession of principal’s 
license and motivation 
 
Yes 
Status of principal’s license: 
Currently have or are getting, 
plan to get in the future, or don’t 
plan to ever get a principal’s 
license 
Intent 120.756 2 .000 
Motivation 82.587 2 .000 
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Chapter Five: Conclusions and Discussion 
Introduction 
The principal shortage has been an area of national concern for over a decade, 
with a number of studies citing both the demographic or quantity issues around the 
exodus of the baby boom generation from the workforce as well as the concerns around 
the potential quality of their replacements (Battle, 2009; Bowles, 1990; ERS, 1998; ERS, 
2000; Gates, et al., 2003; McCormick, 1987; NAESP, 2007).  As a result of increased 
accountability over the years, the principal’s job has evolved.  In 2002, Hirsch and Groff 
summarized some of these major changes at the National Conference of State 
Legislatures: 
The role of the principal has changed to be more than a building manager and 
ultimate disciplinarian.  In an effort to improve education, policymakers have 
made principals more directly responsible not only for building management and 
discipline, but also for the following. 
 Creating a vision for the school that all students can and will learn; 
 Establishing and implementing a clear plan in the school that facilitates 
teaching and learning; 
 Understanding how to interpret data; 
 Ensuring that the school provides a safe and secure environment for all 
students; 
 Working with teachers to develop curriculum; 
 Being available to students, teachers, school staff, and parents; 
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 Marketing their school in the wake of charter schools, school choice, and 
private schools; 
 Being responsible for the academic, psychological, and emotional 
development and advancement of their students; 
 Hiring additional qualified teachers although they may experience a 
shortage of available educators and an increase in the number of students; 
and 
 Providing quality education to student bodies that are more diverse in race, 
ethnicity, economics, and special needs. 
This increased role expectation appears to be a key component in the job 
prospects in the area of educational administration as described by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (2009, p. 4). 
Principals and assistant principals should have very favorable job prospects.  A 
sharp increase in responsibilities in recent years has made the job more stressful 
and has discouraged some teachers from taking positions in administration.  
Principals are now being held more accountable for the performance of students 
and teachers, while at the same time they are required to adhere to a growing 
number of government regulations.  In addition, overcrowded classrooms, safety 
issues, budgetary concerns, and teacher shortages in some areas all are creating 
additional stress for administrators.  Many teachers feel that the increase in pay 
for becoming an administrator is not high enough to compensate for the greater 
responsibilities. 
Hirsch and Groff (2002) reported that superintendents (99%) and principals (97%) 
both agree that a great principal is behind every great school.  This statement is supported 
by other researchers who also report that effective schools are typically led by effective 
leaders (Leithwood et al., 2004; Terry, 1996). 
Due to the changing expectations and requirements of the position that make the 
principalship less desirable to potential candidates, the steadily increasing number of 
principal openings created by retirements, other attrition, and population growth, and the 
link between effective principals and effective schools, this study was designed to 
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provide some insight into the motivating and inhibiting factors considered by potential 
school leaders when determining the course of their career path into or away from the 
principalship.  It is hoped that by understanding these inspirations and obstructions, 
school districts may be able to take steps to maximize the opportunities to identify and 
recruit qualified candidates to pursue leadership positions. 
Research Design and Limitations 
The methodology of this study was designed to minimize the possibility for 
inaccurate conclusions.  However, as with any type of descriptive research, certain 
limitations were present in this study.  First, this study was conducted using a 
convenience sample of licensed educators in a large district in Colorado with schools in 
urban, suburban, and rural settings.  Although the major demographics of the sample 
were similar to the population being studied, there were differences in age, gender, race, 
and education.  In addition, because the sample was selected from a large district, there 
may be differences between this group of respondents compared to potential respondents 
from small or exclusively rural districts.  Therefore, the results of this study should be 
generalized with caution. 
Second, the survey was administered to licensed teachers in the spring, late in the 
school year.  The timing of the research study may have introduced an unintended bias 
since some potential respondents may have chosen to not participate simply due to the 
busyness associated with bringing a school year to closure.  Two other factors may have 
also contributed to a potential sample bias.  The respondents were all volunteers, which 
may have affected the results.  Due to the nature of the study, volunteer respondents may 
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have been more likely to participate because they had a specific opinion, either positive 
or negative, toward the principalship, while other potential respondents may not have 
participated due to their disinterest in the research topic.  Finally, the survey was 
distributed to licensed teachers through principals rather than direct solicitation.  This 
method of distribution may have contributed to a lower overall response rate since some 
potential respondents may not have had the opportunity to participate because their 
principals chose not to send the introductory letter to them. 
Third, there are inherent mathematical limitations to each set of statistical 
techniques (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003; Ravid, 2011) due to the assumptions necessary to 
complete the analyses.  The majority of the data collected in this survey were recorded on 
a nominal scale; differences were calculated using nonparametric tests (most often, 
Pearson’s Chi Square).  Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003) state “non-parametric statistics are 
generally less powerful, that is, they require larger samples in order to yield the same 
level of statistical significance.”  For example, since it is a correlational statistic, the 
Pearson’s Chi-Square does not indicate causality, only relationship. 
Finally, there are multiple models of motivation (Ray, 2002) but there does not 
seem to be a single, widely accepted model of motivation.  The results of this study will 
be presented within the framework of motivation as described by Hertzberg in 1959.  One 
of the components of Hertzberg’s theory is that the inhibitors or “hygiene factors” are 
typically extrinsic to the task itself.  Removing the obstacles in the work environment 
may be an important prerequisite to job satisfaction, but may not necessarily lead to 
motivation.  If this study identified certain factors that are negatively related to a 
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teacher’s intent to apply for the principalship, those findings may have limited use to 
superintendents.  Superintendents and school districts may not have the capacity to 
remove those hygiene factors from the job expectations of the principalship, and even 
removal of these obstacles does not guarantee that motivation for potential principals will 
be increased. 
Discussion of Findings 
This study examined the overall topic of factors that motivate or inhibit educators 
in their decision whether or not to pursue the principalship.  These factors will be 
presented within the framework of Hertzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959, and as 
cited in Caston & Braito, 1985).  Hertzberg’s theory asserts that the factors that lead to 
job satisfaction (motivators) are primarily intrinsic to the work, but the factors that lead to 
job dissatisfaction (hygienes) are primarily extrinsic.  An intrinsic motivating factor is 
one in which the reward for an activity is the activity itself, while with an extrinsic 
motivator, the outcome of the activity is the impetus rather than the activity itself.  An 
article in Workforce (Anonymous, Frederick Hertzberg: Hygiene and Motivation, 2002) 
suggests that “hygiene issues such as salary, supervision, and working conditions don’t 
motivate employees, they only minimize dissatisfaction.  It is motivators such as respect 
and career advancement that create satisfaction, by fulfilling workers’ need for meaning 
and growth (p. 33).”  The article quotes Deborah Ulmer, associate professor at Virginia 
Commonwealth University who predicts that Hertzberg’s theories will have a greater 
impact on workers from Generation X and Y than the baby boom generation.  Ulmer 
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asserts that respect is a stronger motivator to these new generations than money and that 
if they don’t feel respected, they’ll work elsewhere. 
Motivating factors.  Although the rank changed depending on how the question 
was asked, the top ten identified motivating factors remained consistent as shown in 
Table 41. 
Table 41 
 
Summary Ranking of Top Ten Motivating Factors using Three Different Techniques 
 Ranking for each question 
List of Motivating Factors 
Rating on a 
five-point 
Likert 
Scale 
Identification 
of Top 3 
Motivating 
Factors 
Ranking of 
Top 5 
Motivating 
Factors 
Desire to make a positive difference for others 2 1 1 
Ability to influence or improve a school 1 2 2 
Leading and supporting teachers (Instructional Leadership) 4 3 4 
Ability to initiate change 3 7 3 
Professional challenge 5 5 5 
Higher salary 9 4 7 
Developing and implementing a vision for school 
improvement 
8 6 6 
Desire to be a leader 6 8 8 
Personal challenge 7 10 9 
Job opportunities for the future or movement along a career 
path (stepping stone) 
10 9 10 
 
These results are consistent with the results of other studies on principal 
motivation.  In a 2006 national study, Bass cited the desire to make a difference, the 
positive impact on people and students, personal challenge, the ability to initiate change, 
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professional challenge, and increased salary and benefits as the top six motivating factors 
in order.  Cranston (2007) listed the ability to influence a school, and developing and 
implementing a vision for school improvement among the top motivating factors, and 
Schutte (2003) listed the desire to make a positive difference for others, higher salary, the 
desire to be a leader, and enhanced job opportunities for the future (movement along a 
career path) among the top ten motivators.  In their study of principals in Indiana, 
Malone, Sharp, and Walter (2001) found the strongest motivators to be the desire to make 
a difference, the opportunity to provide leadership, the principalship providing a broader 
span of influence than that of a classroom teacher, the opportunity to improve a school, 
and self-actualization goal of being “all I could be.” 
In addition, these results are consistent with the motivation-hygiene framework 
established byHertzberg in 1959.  As cited in Bass (2006), Hertzberg asserted that 
achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, advancement, and growth were the 
most powerful motivators linked to long-term performance and job satisfaction.   In other 
words, those factors that are primarily intrinsic to the work itself are the ones that lead to 
motivation and job satisfaction.  In looking at the top ten motivating factors as identified 
by this study, eight of them qualify as intrinsic motivators, with the two exceptions 
(extrinsic motivators) being higher salary and job opportunities for the future or 
movement along a career path (stepping stone). 
Inhibiting factors.  The results for those factors that inhibit educators from 
pursuing the principalship showed a bit more variability than with motivating factors 
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depending on how the question was asked, however there were still many commonalities 
among them. 
The primary inhibiting factors including stress, politics, bureaucracy, dealing with 
parents in negative or contentious situations, amount of time required, and impact on 
family life or family responsibilities all fit with Hertzberg’s definition of external hygiene 
factors.  These results are also consistent with those inhibiting factors identified by other 
researchers.  In their analysis of this topic, ERS (1999) identified nine major inhibiting 
factors or most frequent reasons for concerns about attracting quality candidates to the 
principalship.  Those factors were that the salary was too low, the hours were too long, 
increasing responsibilities, work-related stress, not enough support, not enough difference 
from teachers’ salaries, lack of parental support, the job was becoming too difficult, and 
the workload was too heavy.  These results indicate that all of those factors that were 
identified over a decade ago are still present, and some additional barriers have been 
added, specifically the accountability for student achievement based on standardized test 
scores, the increased level of politics and bureaucracy of the position, and the impact of 
the position on family life and family responsibilities.  Two other studies, Malone, Sharp, 
and Thompson (2000) and Cushing, Kerrins, and Johnstone (2003) also identified the 
primary inhibiting factors of stress, time (hours per day, week, and days per year), 
accountability for student achievement, and the relationship between salary and increased 
responsibility.  The top sixteen identified inhibiting factors are shown in Table 42. 
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Table 42 
 
Summary Ranking of Top Sixteen Inhibiting Factors using Three Different Techniques 
 Ranking for each question 
List of Inhibiting Factors 
Rating on a 
five-point 
Likert Scale 
Identification 
of Top 3 
Inhibiting 
Factors 
Ranking of 
Top 5 
Inhibiting 
Factors 
Amount of stress 3 1 1 
Politics of the position – dealing with competing interests 
between groups 
2 2 2 
Dealing with parents in negative or contentious situations 5 5 4 
Bureaucracy of the position (lack of autonomy) 1 6 7 
Impact on family life or family responsibilities 7 3 5 
“Distance” from the classroom or student contacts 10 4 3 
Working hours required each day (length of work day) 6 10 8 
Working hours required each week (length of work week) 4 11 9 
Student discipline (negative contacts with students) 13 8 6 
Accountability for student achievement (pressures from 
standardized test scores) 
11 9 12 
Amount of responsibility 18 7 11 
Working days required each year (length of work year) 8 16 14 
Increased responsibility compared to increased salary 14 12 13 
Amount of paperwork 9 15 15 
Potential for litigation 12 13 17 
Level of satisfaction with current position 19 14 10 
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It should also be noted that the respondents of this survey reported a mean of 
14.77 years experience in education (SD = 7.517).  This, as well as the average age of 
43.57 (higher than the mean age for the district) and the fact that 88.8 percent reported 
having a Master’s degree or above indicates that a significant proportion of respondents 
were veteran teachers.  As Medved (1982) observed, teachers may become more 
concerned about the work environment, or work context, as they spend more time in the 
profession.  It is possible that over time, teachers reach a point in their careers where they 
start to derive less satisfaction from the work itself and more from the hygiene factors.  In 
this study, 73 percent of respondents indicated that they were disinterested or very 
disinterested in seeking employment as a principal at some point in their career, and in a 
separate question, 79.2 percent of respondents indicated that they do not intend to apply 
for a principal position at any time. 
In addition to examining the overall issue of motivating and inhibiting factors, 
there were five hypotheses that were tested in this study. 
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Hypothesis 1.  The first hypothesis was that encouragement by a principal, 
coworker, or family member will have no effect on respondents’ intent to apply for the 
principalship.  This was studied by examining the relationship between respondents’ 
responses to one question about whether or not they had received encouragement from 
various people, including a district administrator, principal or supervisor, coworker or 
colleague, university professor or advisor, friend or relative, spouse, or someone else and 
two questions regarding the respondents’ intent to apply for principalships in the future 
and their overall motivation to seek a principal position at some point in their career. 
Because the data for each of these questions were reported on a nominal scale, a 
Pearson’s Chi-Square statistic was calculated to observe the significance of any 
relationships between encouragement and motivation.  All Chi-Square statistics 
calculated in this area were significant, not just beyond the 0.05 level, but also beyond the 
0.01 level.  Therefore, I would reject the hypothesis that encouragement and motivation 
are independent from one another.  It appears that encouragement from anyone, not just a 
principal, spouse, or colleague has a relationship with motivation.  In all cases, those 
respondents who had received encouragement from someone else also reported a higher 
level of motivation toward the pursuit of the principalship.  However, due to the 
correlational nature of this study, it is not possible to say that encouragement created or 
increased the level of motivation.  An alternative explanation is that those respondents 
who were already motivated to pursue the principalship sought out the encouragement of 
others to validate their own opinions or beliefs.  The data from this study also support the 
claims made by Browne-Ferrigno and Muth (2001) who argued that role transformation 
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actually begins before potential administrators enter a formal principal licensure program, 
but rather as they are encouraged, courted, and recruited by being given leadership 
opportunities and administrative tasks in their current roles. 
Hypothesis 2.  The second hypothesis tested was that participation in a leadership 
role, specifically those of instructional coach or teacher-on-special-assignment will have 
no effect on respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  Although the response 
rate for teachers on special assignment (TOSA) were not sufficient to test this hypothesis 
for that subgroup, the relationship between motivational differences between classroom 
teachers, instructional coaches, and licensed staff in other roles.  Instructional Coaches 
reported higher levels of motivation and intent to apply for the principalship than any 
other group.  These frequency differences were statistically significant beyond the 0.01 
level.  Therefore, I would reject the hypothesis that participation in a leadership role and 
motivation are independent. 
The implications of this finding are the potential viability of the Instructional 
Coach program as a recruitment and training ground for potential principals.  With the 
increased emphasis of the principal as an instructional leader in recent years, there is 
strong anecdotal evidence to suggest that this experience may become an increasingly 
vital component or prerequisite to a successful principal in the future.  Instructional 
Coaches have additional training and experience in areas such as data analysis, 
responsive instruction, and curriculum development, and program analysis.  These are 
critical skills in the area of school reform and improvement.  There seems to be an 
increasing belief that the traditional “management” skills of the principal are becoming 
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less important, or at the least can be taught or learned along the way, whereas the 
instructional leadership skills are taking center stage. 
Hypothesis 3.  The third hypothesis was that there is no gender difference in 
respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  This hypothesis stemmed from the 
traditional discrepancy between men and women in teaching compared to the 
principalship.  Gates et al. (2003) reported that in the United States in 1999-2000, 44 
percent of all public school principals were women.  However, at the same time, 74.9 
percent of teachers in public schools in 1999-2000 were women.  Gates reported that this 
discrepancy was improving.  The 44 percent women principals reported in 1999-2000 
was up from 35 percent in 1993-94 and 25 percent in 1987-1988.  Aud, Hussar, et al. 
(2010) reported that this gap continued to improve over the next few years; in 2007-2008, 
the percent of female teachers in the U.S. was essentially the same at 75.1 percent, but 
now 51.0 percent of principals were women.  However, despite the gains made over the 
past twenty years, the gap between the percent of women teachers compared to the 
percent of women principals persists. 
This study did not find statistically significant differences between gender and 
motivation.  Although by looking at residuals in the crosstabulation tables, it appears that 
men have slightly higher levels of motivation and intent to apply than women, a 
Pearson’s Chi-Square statistic reveals that these differences are not significant beyond the 
0.05 level.  At the risk of committing a type 2 error, I would not reject the hypothesis that 
there is no gender difference in motivation or intent to apply for the principalship. 
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This result runs counter to the gender differences found by Newton and Zeitoun 
(2001) and Schutte (2003).  Newton and Zeitoun (2001) found gender differences in 
teacher reaction to position announcements for a principal vacancy, with men rating the 
position announcements significantly more positively than women.  Schutte (2003) found 
that women rated motivation factors (desire to make a positive difference for students and 
staff, desire to be a leader, encouraged by principal or colleagues) significantly higher 
than men, while men tended to rate hygiene factors (move up on the pay scale in my 
current position and attraction of a higher administrative salary) significantly higher than 
women. 
Hypothesis 4.  The fourth hypothesis was that the perception of the relationship 
between salary and job responsibilities will have no impact on respondents’ intent to 
apply for the principalship.  To examine this hypothesis, four factors were examined in 
comparison to motivation and intent to apply for the principalship.  The results of the 
comparison between respondent’s view of the relationship between principal’s job 
responsibilities and principal’s salary were inconclusive.  The differences between 
respondents rating of other factors such as whether principals are overpaid or underpaid, 
whether the principalship is a more or less secure position than the one they currently 
have, and whether the principalship is more or less stressful than their current job were 
not statistically significant beyond the 0.05 level.  Overall, these results indicate that I 
cannot reject the hypothesis that teachers’ perception of the relationship between salary 
and job responsibilities have no impact on their motivation or intent to apply for the 
principalship in the future. 
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These factors are definitely inhibiting factors for respondents.  Nearly half of all 
respondents reported that principals are underpaid compared to the responsibilities of the 
job (47.1 percent) and that the principalship is a less secure position than their current job 
(43.3 percent).  81.7 percent of all respondents reported that the principalship is a more 
stressful position than their current job.  More than two-thirds of respondents (67.9 
percent) stated that they would expect a pay increase of $10,000 or more to become a 
principal, and 21.8 percent responded that they would not want to be a principal for any 
amount of money.  The implications of this finding are that although the relationship 
between salary and responsibilities are an inhibiting factor, it is not necessarily a deciding 
factor for those people who indicate high levels of motivation to apply for the 
principalship.  The people who are motivated to become principals continue to be 
motivated despite their understanding of this relationship. 
The relationship between motivation and the relationship between salary and job 
responsibilities is also a test of the link between motivation and various hygiene, or 
external factors.  This result is consistent with Herzberg’s theory that hygiene factors 
don’t motivate employees, they only minimize dissatisfaction associated with the job. 
Hypothesis 5.  The final hypothesis tested was that the possession of a principal’s 
license will have no impact on respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship.  Of the 
192 valid respondents to the question about possession of a principal’s license, 10.4 
percent reported that they already have a principal’s license, 2.1 percent reported that 
they are currently taking steps to get a principal’s license, 13.5 percent intend to get a 
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principal’s license in the future, and 74.0 percent indicated that they do not intend to ever 
get a principal’s license.   
Among the respondents that currently possess a principal’s license, are working to 
get their principal’s license, or plan to get their principal’s license in the future, 75.5 
percent of them indicated that they intend to apply for principal openings and 79.5 
percent indicated that they were interested or very interested in obtaining a principal 
position in the future.  This is much higher than the results reported by Jordan, 
McCauley, and Comeaux (1994) who’s study in Louisiana indicated that 46.5 percent of 
teachers who had a principal’s license in that region were willing to seek principal 
positions.  It is also higher than the results reported by Schutte (2003) who surveyed 290 
teachers in Iowa who had principals licenses but were not working in administrative 
roles.  Schutte found that 35.8 percent of this population never applied for an 
administrative position, meaning that 64.2 percent had applied for at least one principal 
position. 
On the other hand, of those respondents that do not currently have plans to get a 
principal’s license, 90.7 percent indicated that they are disinterested or very disinterested 
in becoming a principal, and 97.9 percent indicated that they do not intend to apply for a 
principal position at any time. 
A Pearson’s Chi-Square statistic calculated on these differences was significant 
beyond the 0.01 level.  Therefore, I reject the hypothesis that possession of a principal’s 
license and motivation or intent to apply for principal positions are independent.  It would 
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appear that the people who take the time, money, and effort to get a principal’s license do 
so with the intent of using it to obtain a principalship during their career. 
Insights from the comments.  The final two questions of the survey asked 
respondents to write narrative comments offering suggestions for change to the 
principal’s job description that might make it more enticing, and any other comments 
they wished to make regarding their interest in or opposition to the field of educational 
administration.  From these comments, a number of interesting themes surfaced.  
Although anecdotal, I believe these are important insights into the perception of the 
principalship from the educators who form the potential pool of replacements. 
One of the major themes that appeared in multiple comments was the recognition 
that public education in general, and the principalship in particular is facing an increased 
level of pressure from outside forces.  A number of comments suggested that the 
bureaucracy and administrative red tape must be reduced or eliminated.  There appears to 
be a common belief that school districts should allow principals and school staffs the 
autonomy and local control to determine what is best for their students and community.  
Although there was a recognition of the value of using assessments to make instructional 
decisions, there was also a resentment of the pressures associated with systematic 
comparisons of standardized test scores. 
Another theme that manifested in the comments was the belief in the concept of 
the principal as the instructional leader of the school.  There was praise for those 
principals who excel in this role, and criticism of those principals who do not (one 
respondent even expressed the belief that people move into the principalship to avoid the 
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classroom or because they were ineffective in their teaching role).  There was a strong 
belief in the value of maintaining a classroom or student connection, which was 
expressed in the suggestions that principals should also be teachers. 
In addition, there was a recognition that the expectations and requirements of the 
principalship have grown and are now bloated beyond what is reasonable to ask from a 
single person.  There were several comments talking about the fact that principals are 
expected to attend too many meetings, too many evening and weekend commitments, and 
complete too much paperwork.  One suggestion that appeared from multiple respondents 
was to add assistant principals or deans to help with the workload.  This is an interesting 
suggestion during a time when the general belief of the community seems to be that 
school districts are administratively top-heavy and that administrative middle-
management should be reduced or eliminated. 
Finally, there were several comments that said, in essence, that they were not 
interested in the principalship because they love what they do.  Although this study just 
barely touched on this topic, there is definitely power to the idea that some people are 
already doing what they want to do, and have no desire to do something else. 
Recommendations for Schools and School Districts 
This study examined the factors that motivate or inhibit educators pursuit of the 
principalship.  The data from this study provide a basis for the following 
recommendations to schools and school districts to increase the pool of potential 
candidates for principal openings. 
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Recognition and respect.  The findings of this study support Hertzberg’s theory 
that the major motivating factors to apply for the principalship are intrinsic in nature.  As 
Medved (1982) pointed out, teachers are motivated by the sense of responsibility and 
accomplishment that is provided by the work itself.  To draw teachers toward the 
principalship, they must recognize that that role carries with it a level of accomplishment, 
responsibility, and respect that their current position does not possess.  If school districts 
take steps to recognize that that the attainment of a principalship is an accomplishment, 
that it is a “big deal,” the position becomes a more coveted job, and thus more desirable.  
District leaders should take concrete steps to cultivate an organizational culture that 
recognizes and celebrates the principalship. 
Identification and recruitment.  There is a strong correlation between both 
encouragement and participation in a leadership role and the motivation to pursue the 
principalship.  School districts should establish formal programs to recognize and nurture 
potential leaders.  This is not a new concept, many districts have well-established “grow-
your-own” programs.  An Instructional Coach program can be enhanced to provide 
necessary management skills to a group of educators who are already highly-qualified to 
be instructional leaders.  Gibbs (2008) also recommended this strategy by pointing out 
that too often administrators are their own worst enemy as they publicly bemoan the 
stresses and challenges of the job.  Yet in private, they will admit that the challenges are 
exactly what bring excitement to the job.  Gibbs recognizes that excellent administrators 
often began as excellent teachers and advocates for administrators to have frank 
conversations with talented teachers about the positives of the principalship.  Once they 
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have experienced the life of an administrator, very few would be interested in returning to 
the classroom. 
Opportunities for advancement.  The data from this study suggest that in 
general, people who obtain a principals license do so with the intent of obtaining a 
principal position.  Therefore, it is important that school districts provide meaningful 
opportunities for advancement for those teachers who have principals licenses.  However, 
the data from this study also suggest that interest or motivation may decrease with time 
for those teachers that already have a principal’s license.  This was not a focus of this 
study nor a statistically significant finding, but further research may be valuable with 
regard to the concept of a window of opportunity or fatigue effect for aspirants to the 
principalship.  In other words, are aspirants to the principalship less likely to continue to 
apply the longer they have a principal’s license without obtaining a principal’s position? 
Job restructuring.  An analysis of the inhibiting factors associated with the 
principalship indicates that the job has become too big and that the expectations are too 
many and too great to be accomplished without sacrificing the personal aspects of life.  
With recent increases in the expectation of the principal as instructional leader, the 
principal’s job description should be restructured to reflect a realistic set of job 
expectations and priorities that can be met without diminishing the principal’s health and 
family life.  One practical application of this concept is the balanced leadership 
framework described by Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2003).  Their study identified 
twenty-one leadership responsibilities that, when applied correctly, are significantly 
correlated with higher student achievement.  Within this framework, the most effective 
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principals not only identify and improve the school or classroom practices that are most 
relevant to the needs of their school, but also “understand the magnitude or order of the 
change they are leading and adjust their leadership practices accordingly” (Waters, 
Marzano, and McNulty, 2003, p. 5).  In other words, to be effective, principals should 
have the ability to properly identify the needs of their school and adjust their leadership 
focus and practices to address those needs. 
Continuing education.  One of the main concepts from the literature is that the 
principal shortage is not necessarily one of quantity of applicants, but rather of the 
number of qualified applicants (the quality of the applicant pool).  To ensure that the pool 
of potential candidates is as qualified as possible, districts should provide opportunities or 
incentives for continuing education, specifically principal licensure and leadership 
experiences and internships.  Other research also supports the value of an authentic and 
meaningful mentoring program for both new principals in the early years in the position 
as well as veteran principals serving as mentors  (Alsbury & Hackmann, 2006, Gray, et 
al., 2007). 
Selection criteria.  The role expectations for the principalship have expanded 
dramatically in recent years, yet many districts are still using the same selection criteria 
to choose new principals that has been in place for years.  Johnston, Walker, and Levine 
(2010) identified a set of core competencies that they claim are more important than 
traditional selection criteria in determining the future success of a principal candidate in 
the 21st century educational environment.  Those competencies include the three non-
negotiable characteristics of an unwavering belief that every child can achieve academic 
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success and the urgency to make that vision a reality, taking personable accountability for 
student outcomes and consistently driving toward measurable results, and a deep 
knowledge of teaching and learning.  In addition, to be successful, principals must have a 
solid managerial skill set including the ability to effectively communicate and listen, self-
awareness, interpersonal skills, a commitment to continuous learning, and problem-
solving skills. 
Eliminate salary as an issue.  Within the framework of Hertzberg’s theory, 
salary is more of an extrinsic than an intrinsic factor, and thus it would generally be 
considered to be more of a hygiene factor than a motivator.  With that in mind, pay 
incentives may be most attractive to candidates who have never served in a leadership 
position.  There are many potential concerns about leaving a teaching position to move 
into administration including loss of tenure, increased workload and stress, politics and 
bureaucracy, and the relatively small differential between teacher and administrator 
salary.  Thus, compensation is not a factor of salary alone, but rather the interplay 
between salary and responsibilities.  School districts should commit financial resources to 
ensure that the principal’s salary and benefits are commensurate with the responsibilities 
of the job, thereby removing the issue of salary from consideration.  As a motivating 
factor, this study found that salary is relatively weak, but by increasing administrative 
salary to a level that keeps it from being an inhibiting factor, districts may be able to 
mitigate the concerns of workload compared to compensation.  In the words of 
Pijanowski and Brady (2009, p. 31) “extrinsic motivation may draw them in, but it is the 
intrinsic rewards that most influence if they will stay.” 
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Recommendations for Higher Education 
One of the significant findings of this study was the relationship between 
possession of a principal’s license and motivation or interest in the principalship.  In 
essence, those teachers that commit the time, focus, and money to obtain a principal’s 
license generally intend to use it.  However, this is contrasted by the evidence cited in 
ERS (1998, 2000) that just because a teacher has the license, does not necessarily mean 
that they have the skills or attributes to be successful in the position.  This dichotomy has 
several implications for institutions of higher education who are the training ground for 
principal aspirants. 
Identification and recruitment of candidates.  The vast majority of applicants 
into principal licensure programs are self-selected since universities typically do not have 
the time or resources to identify and recruit candidates for these programs.  The screening 
process typically entails a review of educational transcripts, G.R.E. scores, and letters of 
recommendation.  However, these traditional documents do not ascertain an applicant’s 
skills, beliefs, or aptitudes.  Johnston, Walker, and Levine (2010) identified a set of core 
competencies for aspiring principals.  In addition to the traditional application 
requirements, it is recommended that universities develop further screening tools that will 
better identify the aspiring principals who exhibit the characteristics of personal 
responsibility, instructional expertise, and the belief that all children can learn, as well as 
proficiency in communication, problem-solving, self-awareness, listening, and 
interpersonal skills.  Those candidates who exhibit those attributes going into a principal 
licensure program are more likely to further develop them into a marketable skill set as 
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they pursue principal openings upon completion.  A rigorous selection criteria that 
ensures the best candidates are entering into licensure programs will also ensure that the 
best candidates are available to districts seeking to hire new principals. 
Restructure principal preparation programs.  Criticism of principal 
preparation programs dates back almost twenty-five years to the 1987 publication of a 
report by the National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration 
(NCEEA, 1987), which stated that less than 40 percent of schools offering programs in 
school administration were meeting a minimal standard of excellence, and went as far as 
to advocate for the closure of approximately 300 underperforming educational 
administration programs.  More recently, a thorough analysis of university-based school 
leadership programs by Levine (2005) claimed that the quality of educational leadership 
programs has decreased in recent years, citing irrelevant curriculum, low admission and 
graduation standards, weak faculty, inadequate clinical instruction, inappropriate degrees, 
and poor research.  To adequately prepare principal aspirants to meet the expectations of 
the principalship in the future, it is apparent that universities should develop programs 
with rigorous and relevant courses and an emphasis on clinical experiences.  By blending 
theoretical knowledge through classroom instruction and practical application through 
apprenticeships and mentoring, universities will better equip their educational 
administration students with the knowledge and skills needed to lead schools in the 
future. 
Develop partnerships with districts.  One of the key elements to succession 
planning is the ability for organizations to identify, recruit, and train current employees to 
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take leadership positions in the future.  There are several advantages to school districts 
and universities developing partnership programs or “leadership academies.”  First, 
because they are more familiar with their employees, the district is in a better position to 
identify and recruit candidates for potential leadership positions and training programs 
than the self-select model that typically comprises most university leadership programs.  
By recruiting candidates specifically for a partnership program, the district is also better 
able to discern between those candidates that are motivated to pursue the principalship 
rather than the employees who are merely looking for a graduate program to move up on 
the pay scale.  Second, a district-based leadership program can be developed and taught 
jointly by university professors and district leadership, providing rigorous coursework 
that also addresses the unique needs, resources, and programs inherent in the district.  In 
other words, the university can provide the theoretical basis, and the district can provide 
the pragmatic view of how each theory is applied within the district.  Finally, a district-
sponsored program can provide both meaningful clinical experiences and vital 
networking opportunities for the cohort of principal aspirants.  Rather than leaving each 
individual student on their own to obtain and design relevant pre-service or 
apprenticeship opportunities, the district can develop and monitor consistent and 
meaningful clinical experiences. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
This study focused on this issue at the district level and did not examine the role 
played by teacher licensure programs.  Although many districts continue to offer salary 
advancement through further education, many university graduate degree and principal 
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license programs are filled on a “self-select” basis.  Further research may be needed to 
establish the effectiveness of district/university partnerships and the effect of formalized 
identification, recruitment, and training of potential school leaders on the principal 
shortage.  In addition, with the changing nature of the principalship, an analysis of 
university principal preparations programs may lead to program reforms and ultimately 
better qualified candidates. 
Although much has been written about the changing nature of the principalship 
and the increased level of accountability and stress, there is anecdotal evidence that these 
pressures are working their way to the classroom level as well.  What impact has the 
recent teacher effectiveness movement had on educators’ motivation to move into 
administration?  In other words, does increased accountability and stress at the classroom 
level make the principalship less daunting? 
Two of the concepts that were rated high on the list of inhibiting factors, and 
came up again in the comments at the end of the survey were “politics” and 
“bureaucracy.”  Those terms, however, were not specifically defined and are subject to 
personal interpretation.  Further study of these concepts as inhibiting factors may shed 
some light on the specific nature of these notions and how they can be diminished or 
eliminated as barriers. 
This study did not find gender differences in motivation to pursue the 
principalship.  However, there is still a national gender gap in the principalship, 
particularly at the high school level.  Further research into the causes of that gender gap 
may shed additional light on this situation.  If there is no gender gap with regard to intent 
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to apply for the principalship, then there may be a gender gap somewhere else in the 
training or hiring process that may explain this difference. 
The national principal shortage is not one of quantity.  There are enough people 
that hold a principal’s license to meet the hiring needs of districts.  However, many 
people who hold a principal’s license or MA in educational leadership are not pursuing a 
principal position.  There are a number of potential explanations for this phenomenon 
including those people who never intended to apply for the principalship but rather 
wanted to move along on the pay scale, the people who used to be motivated to seek the 
principalship but lost that motivation along the way, and those that may still obtain a 
principalship later in their careers.  Research into this population of people who are 
licensed but not leading may help districts to understand how and why people make the 
decision to pursue or not pursue a career in educational leadership.  In addition, it may 
help both districts and higher education to differentiate between “serious” principal 
aspirants and others. 
The data from this study showed a strong correlation between the role of 
instructional coach and motivation to pursue the principalship.  Further research may help 
to explain how and when this motivation occurs.  For example, do some people see the 
instructional coach position as a necessary intermediary step, or training opportunity 
toward a principal position, or is there something about the role that changes their mind 
or increases their motivation.  Also, is time in the role a factor in instructional coaches’ 
motivation toward the principalship? 
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Reflection 
My interest in conducting this study stemmed from the many comments that I 
have received from teachers over the years wondering why I would ever leave the 
classroom and “cross over to the dark side” of school administration.  In my roles as an 
assistant principal and principal, teachers and others have periodically questioned me 
about how and why I put up with the pressures and stresses of educational leadership.  It 
felt like the more people I talked to, the more they seemed to question the reasonableness 
of my career choice.  Many times through the years, people have expressed their 
perception of the differences between teachers (the good), school administrators (the 
bad), and district leadership (the ugly).  As a result of these conversations over the years, 
I have reflected on the factors that led me to trade my life as a teacher for the life of a 
principal.  As I worked on this project, I found that many of my own motivators, as well 
as my frustrations with the principalship are reflected in the results of this study. 
The issue of the principal shortage is real.  The baby boom generation is retiring 
from the workforce in ever-increasing numbers, and this effect is being felt not just in 
education, but in many other sectors as well, including business, health care, and the 
public service sector.  However, the vulnerability of educational systems and the public 
service sector is exacerbated by a more traditional retirement system that encourages 
early retirement.  Thus, as the baby-boomers reach retirement age, the public education is 
at greater risk of the possibility of occupation-specific labor shortages, if not an overall 
labor shortage (McClellan & Holden, 2001).  In recent years as our national economy has 
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gone through recessionary times, states and school districts have faced economic 
uncertainty, which has further prompted veteran administrators to get out while they can. 
At the same time, state and federal testing and accountability measures are on the 
rise.  In the 1970’s and 1980’s and into the 1990’s, the training of principals was based 
on a business management model, as potential principals were taught the basic business 
concepts of budgeting and leadership.  However, in recent years, the role expectations for 
the principalship have shifted from that of a school manager to an instructional leader.  
The management responsibilities have not gone away, and in some cases have actually 
increased.  For example, prior to the 1999 tragedy at Columbine High School, very few 
schools practiced lockdown and evacuation drills, kept visitor sign-in logs, and locked 
entrances and exits during the school day, yet now these are all regular and routine 
aspects of school life.  In addition to the management expectations of leading a school, 
these days principals are also expected to be experts in data analysis, curriculum 
development, program evaluation, and curricular interventions.  The job truly has grown 
over the years into something completely different than it was twenty, or even ten years 
ago.  So it comes as no surprise when educators in general, and principals in particular, 
experience “initiative fatigue” as each new thing gets added to their plate and routinely 
talk about the added stress of the job.   
When the exodus of veteran leaders from the workforce is combined with a 
growing perception that the job is undesirable, not worth the effort, or even impossible, 
the stage is set for a significant labor shortage.  Districts have addressed this issue with a 
variety of solutions from backfilling principal openings with retirees to longer-term 
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solutions like the development of leadership academies, formal mentoring programs, and 
alternative models of school leadership.  However, the basic facts remain that public 
schools continue to exist to serve the needs of our communities, and those schools need 
to be staffed with teachers and led by principals.  To attract new candidates into the 
principalship, an understanding of the various factors surrounding that decision becomes 
an important element as districts struggle to adapt to an ever-changing environment. 
The reasons educators are attracted to such an ill-perceived position is because the 
principalship gives individuals opportunities to serve others, impact students and 
teachers’ lives, and achieve.  These service and achievement-oriented aspects that 
accompany performing the job of principal offer a high degree of intrinsic 
rewards.  As long as the motivating factors for assuming a principal position 
outweigh the negative aspects of the principalship, there will be adequate numbers 
of effective, highly-qualified principals to lead schools. (Bass, 2006, p. 27) 
The results of this study support the concept that the factors that motivate 
educators to become principals are largely intrinsic, while the factors that inhibit that 
same decision are largely extrinsic.  Armed with this information, it is my hope that 
school districts will be able to develop structures that will maximize the likelihood that 
qualified candidates will be ready and willing to fill the role of principal, and supports 
that will help them to be happy and successful once they are there. 
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Appendix A 
Survey Instrument and Informed Consent 
Informed consent 
TITLE OF STUDY: Factors that Motivate or Inhibit Educators' Pursuit of the 
Principalship 
 
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Will Morton 
Morgridge College of Education, University of Denver 
Research for dissertation, Doctor of Philosophy 
 
Address:  
Phone:   
Email:  wmorton@du.edu 
 
WHY AM I BEING INVITED TO TAKE PART IN THIS RESEARCH? 
The vast majority of principal candidates come from the teaching ranks.  As a licensed 
teacher, you are part of the group of educators most likely to form the pool of principal 
applicants in the future.  The purpose of this study is to analyze the motivating and 
inhibiting factors that educators consider when deciding whether or not to pursue the 
principalship. 
 
WHO IS DOING THE STUDY? 
This study is being conducted by Will Morton, current principal and doctoral candidate at 
the University of Denver.  The results of this research will be included in my final 
dissertation paper. 
 
WHERE IS THE STUDY GOING TO TAKE PLACE AND HOW LONG WILL IT 
LAST? 
This study consists of a web-based survey of licensed staff members in (the district).  The 
survey response window will open on April 26, 2011 and will remain open until May 20, 
2011. 
 
WHAT WILL I BE ASKED TO DO? 
Participants will be asked to complete an online survey.  Questions will include major 
demographic information (race, gender, etc.), information about your current role and 
leadership experience, and career intentions.  Participants will then be asked to rate a 
series of factors based on their level of incentive or barrier in pursuit of the principalship.  
Finally, participants will be asked to rank their top motivating factors and their top 
inhibiting factors before answering some more detailed questions about specific factors.  
The survey is designed to take approximately 20-30 minutes to complete. 
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ARE THERE REASONS WHY I SHOULD NOT TAKE PART IN THIS STUDY? 
All licensed staff members are encouraged to participate, even if you do not intend to 
ever pursue the principalship.  You may be excluded from participation if you are 
currently working as a principal or an assistant principal in the district. 
 
WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS? 
There are no known risks or discomforts to participation in this study.  It is not possible 
to identify all potential risks in research procedures, but the researcher(s) have taken 
reasonable safeguards to minimize any known and potential, but unknown, risks. 
 
ARE THERE ANY BENEFITS FROM TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY? 
There are no direct benefits to the participant.  Anticipated benefits of this research 
include information to schools and school districts that may help them to develop better 
strategies and programs to identify and recruit potential leadership candidates. 
 
DO I HAVE TO TAKE PART IN THE STUDY? 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary.  Participating or not participating 
will not affect your relationship with your school or XXXXXXX Schools as a district.  
You may withdraw your participation at any time. 
 
WHAT WILL IT COST ME TO PARTICIPATE? 
There are no monetary costs to the participant. 
 
WHO WILL SEE THE INFORMATION THAT I GIVE? 
No information is being collected that could be used to identify you individually.  Your 
responses are anonymous.  Only the researcher will have access to the response data.  
Any reports generated as a result of this study will generally use group averages and 
paraphrased wording, although direct quotes may also be used.  If your written responses 
to open-ended questions are used, any references that could permit identifying you will 
be removed.  Should any information contained in this study be the subject of a court 
order or lawful subpoena, the University of Denver might not be able to avoid 
compliance with the order or subpoena. 
 
WILL I RECEIVE ANY COMPENSATION FOR TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY? 
No. 
 
WHAT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS? 
Before you decide whether to accept this invitation to take part in the study, please ask 
any questions that might come to mind now.  Later, if you have questions about the 
study, you can contact the investigator, Will Morton at (phone number).  This project is 
supervised by dissertation advisor, Dr. Kent Seidel, Educational Administration Program, 
Morgridge College of Education, University of Denver, Denver, CO 80208, 303-871-
2496, kent.seidel@du.edu.  This consent form was approved by the University of Denver 
Institutional Review Board for the protection of human subjects in research on April 12, 
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2011 and received preliminary approval from the External Research Review Committee 
on April 21, 2011. 
 
If you have any concerns or complaints about how you were treated during the survey, 
please contact Susan Sadler, Chair, Institutional Review Board for the Protection of 
Human Subjects, at 303-871-3454, or Sylk Sotto-Santiago, Office of Research and 
Sponsored Programs at 303-871-4052 or write to either at the University of Denver, 
Office of Research and Sponsored Programs, 2199 S. University Blvd., Denver, CO 
80208-4820. 
 
CLICK THE RADIO BUTTON TO ACKNOWLEDGE YOUR CONSENT AND THEN 
CLICK NEXT (ARROWS) TO PROCEED TO SURVEY. 
 I have read the information stated and am willingly agreeing to take part in this 
study.  
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Survey instrument 
 
Which of the following best describes your current position/role (please check all that 
apply)  
 Classroom Teacher  
 Teacher on Special Assignment  
 Instructional Coach  
 Counselor or School Psychologist  
 Assistant Principal  
 Principal  
 Other (please specify) 
 
 
How long have you been working in your current role?  
 0 – 5 years  
 6 – 10 years  
 11 – 15 years  
 16+ years  
 
 
At what level(s) do you work? (please check all that apply)  
 Pre-K – 3  
 4 – 6  
 7 – 8  
 9 – 12  
 
 
Please indicate your current age.  
 
 
Please indicate your gender.  
 Male  
 Female  
 
 
Please indicate your racial/ethnic classification.  Please select all that apply.  
 White  
 Native American (American Indian)  
 Black  
 Hispanic  
 Asian or Pacific Islander  
 Other (please specify)  
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Please indicate your current highest level of educational attainment.  
 Bachelor’s degree  
 Masters degree  
 Masters with principal licensure hours or Masters in Educational Administration  
 Specialist/Certificate of Advanced Studies  
 Doctorate  
 Other (please specify) 
 
Including this year, how many total years of experience in education do you have?  
[drop-down menu containing responses 1-40] 
 
 
Please read the following items and check all items that describe you best.  For purposes 
of this question, a principal is a person who has served as a principal within an 
elementary, middle, or high school setting.  
 I have never applied for a principal position and do not intend to.  
 I have never applied for a principal position, but I intend to seek a principal 
position in the future.  
 I have applied for a principal position, but have never been offered one.  
 I have applied and have been offered at least one principalship, but did not accept.  
 I have previously been a principal or administrator, but am currently in a non-
administrative position.  
 I am currently an assistant principal and may possibly become a principal some 
day.  
 I am currently an assistant principal and have no intention of becoming a 
principal.  
 I am currently a principal.  
 Other (please specify)  
 
 
For how many principal, assistant principal, or other administrative positions have you 
applied in the past 5 years?  
 [drop-down menu containing responses 0-10 and “more than 10”] 
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Please indicate all of the leadership experiences in which you are currently participating, 
or have participated in the past.  
 Administrative Internship as part of a licensure program  
 Administrative Internship within the district (such as the Assistant Principal 
cohort or the Principal cohort program)  
 Administrative Internship as part of JCEA or JCAA (such as the JCAA 
Leadership Experience Opportunity Program - LEO)  
 Grade level or department leadership  
 School-based committee leadership  
 Mentoring other educators or student teachers  
 District committee membership  
 Instructional Leader at a school  
 Instructional coach  
 District level curriculum development or curriculum specialist  
 Other Teacher on Special Assignment (TOSA)  
 JCEA leadership roles  
 State or national association leadership roles  
 I have taught classes or workshops for adults  
 Administrative position (not principal/AP)  
 School principal or assistant principal  
 Other (please describe) 
 
 
Has anyone ever discussed with you or encouraged you to pursue the principalship or 
administration as a career?  
 
Yes No 
District Administrator   
Principal or Supervisor   
Coworker or Colleague   
University Professor or Advisor   
Friend or relative   
Spouse    
Someone else   
 
 
Do you currently hold, or do you plan to obtain a principal's license within the next 10 
years?  
 I currently have a principal's license.  
 I am currently taking classes or other steps to obtain a principal’s license.  
 I do not currently have a principal's license but plan to obtain one within 10 years.  
 I do not currently have a principal's license and do not intend to obtain one in the 
next 10 years. 
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Do you intend to leave your present position for another one in the next 1 – 3 years?  
 Yes  
 No  
 
 
Do you intend to retire in the next 1 – 3 years?  
 Yes  
 No  
 
 
How would you rate your level of satisfaction with your current position  
 I am very happy or satisfied with my current position.  
 I am happy or satisfied with my current position.  
 I am unhappy or dissatisfied with my current position.  
 I am very unhappy or dissatisfied with my current position.  
 
 
How likely is it that you will apply to be a principal within the next five years?  For 
purposes of this question, a principal is a person who serves as a principal or assistant 
principal within an elementary, middle, or high school setting.  
 I intend to apply for and accept a principal position within 5 years.  
 I intend to apply for and accept a principal position sometime after 5 years.  
 I do not intend to apply for or accept a principal position at any time. 
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When considering applying for and accepting an administrative position in the future, 
what is your level of motivation with regard to the following factors?  Please give each 
item a rating from "Significant barrier or inhibiting factor" to "Significant incentive or 
motivating factor".  
   
Significant 
incentive or 
motivating 
factor 
Mild to 
moderate 
incentive or 
motivating 
factor 
Neither a 
motivator 
nor a barrier 
- not a factor 
Mild to 
moderate 
barrier or 
inhibiting 
factor 
Significant 
barrier or 
inhibiting 
factor 
Desire to make a positive difference for 
others  
     
Ability to initiate change       
Ability to influence or improve a school       
Supervising and evaluating teachers and 
staff  
     
Developing and implementing a vision for 
school improvement  
     
Leading and supporting teachers 
(Instructional Leadership)  
     
Student discipline (negative contacts with 
students)  
     
Desire to leave my current position or 
desire for a promotion  
     
Higher salary       
 
Significant 
incentive or 
motivating 
factor 
Mild to 
moderate 
incentive or 
motivating 
factor 
Neither a 
motivator 
nor a barrier 
- not a factor 
Mild to 
moderate 
barrier or 
inhibiting 
factor 
Significant 
barrier or 
inhibiting 
factor 
Working hours required each day (length 
of work day)  
     
Working hours required each week 
(length of work week)  
     
Working days required each year (length 
of work year)  
     
Amount of responsibility       
Amount of stress       
Amount of paperwork       
Level of freedom in daily routine       
Dealing with parents in negative or 
contentious situations  
     
Desire to be a leader       
Status or prestige of the position       
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Significant 
incentive or 
motivating 
factor 
Mild to 
moderate 
incentive or 
motivating 
factor 
Neither a 
motivator 
nor a barrier 
- not a factor 
Mild to 
moderate 
barrier or 
inhibiting 
factor 
Significant 
barrier or 
inhibiting 
factor 
Job opportunities for the future or 
movement along a career path (stepping 
stone)  
     
Job security       
Personal challenge       
Professional challenge       
Level of satisfaction with current position       
Fear of failure       
“Distance” from the classroom or student 
contacts  
     
Impact on family life or family 
responsibilities  
     
   
Significant 
incentive or 
motivating 
factor 
Mild to 
moderate 
incentive or 
motivating 
factor 
Neither a 
motivator 
nor a barrier 
- not a factor 
Mild to 
moderate 
barrier or 
inhibiting 
factor 
Significant 
barrier or 
inhibiting 
factor 
Support or encouragement by principal or 
colleagues  
     
Support or encouragement by family or 
friends  
     
My view of the reputation of a particular 
school  
     
Politics of the position – dealing with 
competing interests between groups  
     
Bureaucracy of the position – lack of 
autonomy  
     
Increased responsibility compared to 
increased salary  
     
Accountability for student achievement 
(pressures from standardized test scores)  
     
Level of support for principals by the 
school district  
     
Potential for litigation       
 
  
 150 
If you were to pursue the principalship in the future, which of the previously stated 
factors would you rate as your PRIMARY reason (strongest motivating factor) FOR 
applying for and accepting an administrative position?  
 Desire to make a positive difference for others  
 Ability to initiate change  
 Ability to influence or improve a school  
 Supervising and evaluating teachers and staff  
 Developing and implementing a vision for school improvement  
 Leading and supporting teachers (Instructional Leadership)  
 Student discipline (negative contacts with students)  
 Desire to leave my current position or desire for a promotion  
 Higher salary  
 Working hours required each day (length of work day)  
 Working hours required each week (length of work week)  
 Working days required each year (length of work year)  
 Amount of responsibility  
 Amount of stress  
 Amount of paperwork  
 Level of freedom in daily routine  
 Dealing with parents in negative or contentious situations  
 Desire to be a leader  
 Status or prestige of the position  
 Job opportunities for the future or movement along a career path (stepping stone)  
 Job security  
 Personal challenge  
 Professional challenge  
 Level of satisfaction with current position  
 Fear of failure  
  “Distance” from the classroom or student contacts  
 Impact on family life or family responsibilities  
 Support or encouragement by principal or colleagues  
 Support or encouragement by family or friends  
 My view of the reputation of a particular school  
 Politics of the position – dealing with competing interests between groups  
 Bureaucracy of the position – lack of autonomy  
 Increased responsibility compared to increased salary  
 Accountability for student achievement (pressures from standardized test scores)  
 Level of support for principals by the school district  
 Potential for litigation  
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If you were to pursue the principalship in the future, which of the previously stated 
factors would you rate as your SECOND strongest reason or motivator FOR applying for 
and accepting an administrative position?  
 Desire to make a positive difference for others  
 Ability to initiate change  
 Ability to influence or improve a school  
 Supervising and evaluating teachers and staff  
 Developing and implementing a vision for school improvement  
 Leading and supporting teachers (Instructional Leadership)  
 Student discipline (negative contacts with students)  
 Desire to leave my current position or desire for a promotion  
 Higher salary  
 Working hours required each day (length of work day)  
 Working hours required each week (length of work week)  
 Working days required each year (length of work year)  
 Amount of responsibility  
 Amount of stress  
 Amount of paperwork  
 Level of freedom in daily routine  
 Dealing with parents in negative or contentious situations  
 Desire to be a leader  
 Status or prestige of the position  
 Job opportunities for the future or movement along a career path (stepping stone)  
 Job security  
 Personal challenge  
 Professional challenge  
 Level of satisfaction with current position  
 Fear of failure  
 “Distance” from the classroom or student contacts  
 Impact on family life or family responsibilities  
 Support or encouragement by principal or colleagues  
 Support or encouragement by family or friends  
 My view of the reputation of a particular school  
 Politics of the position – dealing with competing interests between groups  
 Bureaucracy of the position – lack of autonomy  
 Increased responsibility compared to increased salary  
 Accountability for student achievement (pressures from standardized test scores)  
 Level of support for principals by the school district  
 Potential for litigation  
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If you were to pursue the principalship in the future, which of the previously stated 
factors would you rate as your THIRD strongest reason or motivator FOR applying for 
and accepting an administrative position?  
 Desire to make a positive difference for others  
 Ability to initiate change  
 Ability to influence or improve a school  
 Supervising and evaluating teachers and staff  
 Developing and implementing a vision for school improvement  
 Leading and supporting teachers (Instructional Leadership)  
 Student discipline (negative contacts with students)  
 Desire to leave my current position or desire for a promotion  
 Higher salary  
 Working hours required each day (length of work day)  
 Working hours required each week (length of work week)  
 Working days required each year (length of work year)  
 Amount of responsibility  
 Amount of stress  
 Amount of paperwork  
 Level of freedom in daily routine  
 Dealing with parents in negative or contentious situations  
 Desire to be a leader  
 Status or prestige of the position  
 Job opportunities for the future or movement along a career path (stepping stone)  
 Job security  
 Personal challenge  
 Professional challenge  
 Level of satisfaction with current position  
 Fear of failure  
 “Distance” from the classroom or student contacts  
 Impact on family life or family responsibilities  
 Support or encouragement by principal or colleagues  
 Support or encouragement by family or friends  
 My view of the reputation of a particular school  
 Politics of the position – dealing with competing interests between groups  
 Bureaucracy of the position – lack of autonomy  
 Increased responsibility compared to increased salary  
 Accountability for student achievement (pressures from standardized test scores)  
 Level of support for principals by the school district  
 Potential for litigation  
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Which of the previously stated factors would you rate as your PRIMARY reason (or 
strongest inhibiting factor) AGAINST applying for and accepting an administrative 
position?  
 Desire to make a positive difference for others  
 Ability to initiate change  
 Ability to influence or improve a school  
 Supervising and evaluating teachers and staff  
 Developing and implementing a vision for school improvement  
 Leading and supporting teachers (Instructional Leadership)  
 Student discipline (negative contacts with students)  
 Desire to leave my current position or desire for a promotion  
 Higher salary  
 Working hours required each day (length of work day)  
 Working hours required each week (length of work week)  
 Working days required each year (length of work year)  
 Amount of responsibility  
 Amount of stress  
 Amount of paperwork  
 Level of freedom in daily routine  
 Dealing with parents in negative or contentious situations  
 Desire to be a leader  
 Status or prestige of the position  
 Job opportunities for the future or movement along a career path (stepping stone)  
 Job security  
 Personal challenge  
 Professional challenge  
 Level of satisfaction with current position  
 Fear of failure  
 “Distance” from the classroom or student contacts  
 Impact on family life or family responsibilities  
 Support or encouragement by principal or colleagues  
 Support or encouragement by family or friends  
 My view of the reputation of a particular school  
 Politics of the position – dealing with competing interests between groups  
 Bureaucracy of the position – lack of autonomy  
 Increased responsibility compared to increased salary  
 Accountability for student achievement (pressures from standardized test scores)  
 Level of support for principals by the school district  
 Potential for litigation  
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Which of the previously stated factors would you rate as your SECOND strongest reason 
or inhibiting factor AGAINST applying for and accepting an administrative position?  
 Desire to make a positive difference for others  
 Ability to initiate change  
 Ability to influence or improve a school  
 Supervising and evaluating teachers and staff  
 Developing and implementing a vision for school improvement  
 Leading and supporting teachers (Instructional Leadership)  
 Student discipline (negative contacts with students)  
 Desire to leave my current position or desire for a promotion  
 Higher salary  
 Working hours required each day (length of work day)  
 Working hours required each week (length of work week)  
 Working days required each year (length of work year)  
 Amount of responsibility  
 Amount of stress  
 Amount of paperwork  
 Level of freedom in daily routine  
 Dealing with parents in negative or contentious situations  
 Desire to be a leader  
 Status or prestige of the position  
 Job opportunities for the future or movement along a career path (stepping stone)  
 Job security  
 Personal challenge  
 Professional challenge  
 Level of satisfaction with current position  
 Fear of failure  
 “Distance” from the classroom or student contacts  
 Impact on family life or family responsibilities  
 Support or encouragement by principal or colleagues  
 Support or encouragement by family or friends  
 My view of the reputation of a particular school  
 Politics of the position – dealing with competing interests between groups  
 Bureaucracy of the position – lack of autonomy  
 Increased responsibility compared to increased salary  
 Accountability for student achievement (pressures from standardized test scores)  
 Level of support for principals by the school district  
 Potential for litigation  
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Which of the previously stated factors would you rate as your THIRD strongest reason or 
inhibiting factor AGAINST applying for and accepting an administrative position?  
 Desire to make a positive difference for others  
 Ability to initiate change  
 Ability to influence or improve a school  
 Supervising and evaluating teachers and staff  
 Developing and implementing a vision for school improvement  
 Leading and supporting teachers (Instructional Leadership)  
 Student discipline (negative contacts with students)  
 Desire to leave my current position or desire for a promotion  
 Higher salary  
 Working hours required each day (length of work day)  
 Working hours required each week (length of work week)  
 Working days required each year (length of work year)  
 Amount of responsibility  
 Amount of stress  
 Amount of paperwork  
 Level of freedom in daily routine  
 Dealing with parents in negative or contentious situations  
 Desire to be a leader  
 Status or prestige of the position  
 Job opportunities for the future or movement along a career path (stepping stone)  
 Job security  
 Personal challenge  
 Professional challenge  
 Level of satisfaction with current position  
 Fear of failure  
 “Distance” from the classroom or student contacts  
 Impact on family life or family responsibilities  
 Support or encouragement by principal or colleagues  
 Support or encouragement by family or friends  
 My view of the reputation of a particular school  
 Politics of the position – dealing with competing interests between groups  
 Bureaucracy of the position – lack of autonomy  
 Increased responsibility compared to increased salary  
 Accountability for student achievement (pressures from standardized test scores)  
 Level of support for principals by the school district  
 Potential for litigation  
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The following factors are generally considered to be motivators toward the pursuit of the 
principalship.  By use of "drag and drop," please select and rank your top five reasons 
that might motivate you to consider the pursuit of the principalship in the future.  
Items 
 
Desire to make a positive difference for others  
Ability to initiate change  
Ability to influence or improve a school  
Developing and implementing a vision for school 
improvement  
Leading and supporting teachers (Instructional 
Leadership)  
Desire to leave my current position or desire for a 
promotion  
Higher salary  
Level of freedom in daily routine  
Desire to be a leader  
Status or prestige of the position  
Job opportunities for the future or movement along 
a career path (stepping stone)  
Personal challenge  
Professional challenge  
Support or encouragement by principal or 
colleagues  
Support or encouragement by family or friends  
My view of the reputation of a particular school  
My Top 5 Motivating Factors 
 
  
 157 
The following factors are generally considered to be inhibitors against the pursuit of the 
principalship.  By use of "drag and drop," please select and rank your top five reasons 
that might inhibit you from considering the pursuit of the principalship in the future.  
Items 
 
Supervising and evaluating teachers and staff  
Student discipline (negative contacts with students)  
Working hours required each day (length of work day)  
Working hours required each week (length of work week)  
Working days required each year (length of work year)  
Amount of responsibility  
Amount of stress  
Amount of paperwork  
Dealing with parents in negative or contentious situations  
Job security  
Level of satisfaction with current position  
Fear of failure  
“Distance” from the classroom or student contacts  
Impact on family life or family responsibilities  
(Lack of) support or encouragement by principal or 
colleagues  
(Lack of) support or encouragement by family or friends  
My view of the reputation of a particular school  
Politics of the position – dealing with competing interests 
between groups  
Bureaucracy of the position – lack of autonomy  
Increased responsibility compared to increased salary  
Accountability for student achievement (pressures from 
standardized test scores)  
Potential for litigation  
My Top 5 Inhibiting 
Factors 
 
 
 
Overall, how would you rate your motivation to seek employment as a principal at some 
point in your career?  
 Highly motivated. Very interested in becoming a principal.  
 Motivated. Somewhat interested in becoming a principal.  
 Not motivated. Disinterested in becoming a principal.  
 Definitely not motivated. Very disinterested in becoming a principal.  
 
  
 158 
When considering the factors of salary and responsibility of the principalship, please 
indicate which of the following statements best represents your opinion.  
 Principals are paid fairly when compared to the responsibilities of the job.  
 The salary that principals receive is more than the level of responsibility would 
dictate (principals are overpaid when compared to their responsibilities).  
 The salary that principals receive is less than the level of responsibility would 
dictate (principals are underpaid when compared to their responsibilities).  
 
When considering the move from your current position into the principalship, how much 
of a salary increase would you expect in order to make the role change enticing to you?  
 I would take less money than I currently make to be a principal 
 I would expect the same salary that I currently make to be a principal 
 $1,000 - $3,000 per year increase 
 $4,000 - $5,000 per year increase 
 $5,000 - $10,000 per year increase 
 $10,000 - $15,000 per year increase 
 $15,000 - $20,000 per year increase 
 I would expect an increase of more than $20,000 per year 
 I would not want to be a principal for any amount of money 
 
When considering the factor of job security of the principalship, please indicate which of 
the following statements best represents your opinion.  
 The principalship is a more secure position than the one that I currently have.  
 The principalship is a less secure position than the one that I currently have.  
 The principalship has about the same level of security as the one that I currently 
have.  
 
When considering the factor of stress of the principalship, please indicate which of the 
following statements best represents your opinion.  
 The principalship is more stressful than the position that I currently have.  
 The principalship is less stressful than the position that I currently have.  
 The principalship has about the same level of stress as the position that I currently 
have.  
 
What changes to the principal’s job description would you recommend, if any, that would 
make the job more enticing to you?  
 
 
Please provide any additional comments you wish to add regarding your interest in (or 
opposition to) the field of educational administration. 
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Appendix B 
Cover Letter to Obtain District’s Permission to Conduct Research 
 
Title:  Factors that Motivate or Inhibit Educators’ Decision to Apply for the 
Principalship. 
Study conducted by Will Morton, graduate student and District principal. 
 
Project/Study Purpose 
The results of this dissertation research study will be presented to the Morgridge 
College of Education at the University of Denver in partial fulfillment for the degree 
Doctor of Philosophy in July, 2011. 
 
Identification of whether or not this project will address one of the stated district 
priorities: 
 This study examines the effect of motivation on a significant changing work 
force issue.  In the 18 years after World War II, from 1946 to 1964, the United States 
experienced a dramatic surge in births, creating what is commonly known as the baby 
boom generation.  This group of people is now between 47 and 65 years old, and rapidly 
approaching the age of retirement.  The imminent mass exodus of people from the 
workforce will create significant problems for those remaining as baby boomers take 
their knowledge, leadership, and skills into retirement with them.  In the field of public 
education, this phenomenon will impact not just the teaching ranks, but also the 
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principalship in a dramatic way.  In addition to the upcoming retirement of the baby 
boom generation, the increased stress and difficulty of the principalship is dissuading 
potential principal candidates from pursuing school leadership roles.  According to the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics (2010), “A sharp increase in responsibilities in recent years has 
made the job more stressful, and has discouraged some teachers from taking positions in 
administration.  Principals are now being held more accountable for the performance of 
students and teachers, while at the same time they are required to adhere to a growing 
number of government regulations.  In addition, overcrowded classrooms, safety issues, 
budgetary concerns, and teacher shortages in some areas all are creating additional stress 
for administrators.  Many teachers feel the higher pay of administrators is not high 
enough to compensate for the greater responsibilities.”  Given the importance of school 
leadership in student success, along with the assertion that fewer qualified candidates are 
pursuing the principalship, an understanding of the factors and criteria that potential 
school leaders use when deciding whether or not to pursue a career in school leadership 
can provide valuable information to school districts as they develop strategies to address 
the principal shortage. 
 
Methodology/data collection procedures should include detailed information about what 
data will be collected, who will do the data collection, and how much District student 
and/or staff time will be needed. 
 This research study will be conducted via a web-based survey.  Currently, the 
survey has been created using SurveyMonkey.com, however, the survey may be migrated 
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over to Qualtrics prior to implementation.  Using either platform, respondent 
confidentiality will be maintained.  The current draft of the survey instrument is included 
in this review packet, however the survey instrument is currently undergoing revision and 
validation.  A final version of the survey instrument will be submitted prior to 
implementation.  Licensed staff in the district will be provided a weblink to the survey 
via email.  It is anticipated that the survey will take between 20 – 30 minutes for each 
respondent to complete.  All response data will be available only to the researcher.  It is 
anticipated that the data collection window will open immediately after spring break (on 
or about April 5, 2011) and will remain open for approximately 3 weeks, closing on April 
22, 2011 or April 29, 2011. 
 
Plan for obtaining informed consent from District parents, school staff, principals 
and/or program managers and plan for maintaining confidentiality, if needed. 
 Informed consent will be solicited via an introductory letter that will be 
distributed via email along with the weblink.  Respondents will acknowledge their 
consent at the time of submission of their survey (the final question of the survey 
acknowledges subject consent).  Principals will be notified of the survey via email as well 
as an article in the Leadership Memo.  Distribution of the survey instrument will occur 
via direct email to licensed staff using existing District email distribution lists.  No 
student or parent data will be solicited or collected.  The use of a pseudonym will be used 
so that (the district) will not be explicitly identified in the final report.  Some of the 
questions require a written response.  Any of these responses that contains information 
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expressly identifying an individual, a school, or (the district) will be edited or eliminated 
prior to inclusion in the final report. 
 
Educational intervention (if any). 
 None 
 
Plan for evaluating research findings. Describe the specific types of analyses to be 
conducted. 
 The primary research question to be answered by this study is: What 
motivating or inhibiting factors do educators consider when deciding to pursue the 
principalship?  Within that overarching research question, several hypotheses will be 
tested.  All hypotheses are stated in the null form.  1)  Encouragement by a principal, 
coworker, or family member will have no effect on respondents’ intent to apply for the 
principalship.  2)  Participation in a leadership role, specifically those of instructional 
coach or teacher-on-special-assignment will have no effect on respondents’ intent to 
apply for the principalship.  3)  There is no gender difference in respondents’ intent to 
apply for the principalship.  4)  Perception of the relationship between salary and job 
responsibilities will have no impact on respondents’ intent to apply for the principalship. 
 Prior to the closing of the survey, a preliminary analysis of demographic factors 
(gender, educational attainment, race/ethnicity, years of experience in education) will be 
completed to determine whether the sample size and demographics will be sufficient to 
generalize the results to a broader population such as teachers in (the district) or teachers 
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in Colorado.  The process and nature of the statistical procedures used to analyze the data 
will be consistent with those described in Gall, Gall, Borg (2003) and will be computed 
using SPSS version 19.0 for Windows.  Descriptive statistics, correlational statistics, and 
t-test significance will be included in the results section to describe the outcomes of the 
survey responses.  In addition, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) will be computed 
between response factors to determine whether the differences between mean scores are 
statistically significant.  For certain differences determined by the analysis of variance to 
be statistically significant, a product-moment correlation coefficient (Pearson r) may be 
calculated to determine the magnitude of the relationship between two measures.  Cross-
tabulations will also be used to determine whether two variables are related and to further 
describe the relationship between variables. 
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Plan for providing feedback and/or debriefing subjects (and parents, if student subjects). 
 None 
 
Plan for dissemination of research findings (publishing, presenting, degree fulfillment). 
 Findings will be presented to the faculty at the Morgridge College of Education at 
the University of Denver in the form of a doctoral dissertation.  Currently, there are no 
plans to publish the findings in any other publication or format.  An electronic copy (PDF 
file) of final report will be made available to the district and all interested respondents 
upon successful completion of the dissertation defense. 
 
 
 
 
References 
Gall, Meredith D., Gall, Joyce P., & Borg, Walter R.  (2003).  Educational Research: An 
Introduction, Seventh Edition.  Allyn & Bacon, Boston, MA. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Outlook Handbook, 
2010-11 Edition, Education Administrators, on the Internet at 
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Appendix C 
Application Form for District Permission to Conduct Research 
 
Complete this form in its entirety.  “See Attached” is not an acceptable response.  Do not extend this 
form beyond four pages. Include additional information in "Description of the Study."    
 
Name of Applicant(s)   Will Morton        
 
Title of Applicant   Graduate Student, School Principal       
 
Institutional/University Affiliation   University of Denver (DU)     
 
Address               
 
Telephone                
Fax           Email          
 
Title of Research Project   Dissertation Research:  Factors that Motivate and Inhibit Educators to Apply for 
the Principalship        
 
Topic of intended research   Survey research on motivating and inhibiting factors that educators 
consider when determining whether or not to pursue a career in school administration.   
 
Research is for:   undergraduate course work    doctoral degree 
    graduate course work     post-doctoral research 
  master’s degree    institutional study (indicate funding, if any) 
  grant (specify name) _______________________________________ 
  other (specify) ____________________________________________ 
 
Research has been approved by:   advisor    prospectus or dissertation committee  
      funding agency   research corporation 
Include a copy of the human subjects or other institutional review committee approval for your research 
with your application. 
Rationale and objectives   Due to the combination of an aging workforce (many administrators are baby-
boomers nearing retirement age) and increased accountability, workload, and pressure associated with the 
principalship making the position less desirable for potential candidates, schools and districts across the 
country are reporting a shortage in the number of qualified candidates for school administration positions.  
By exploring the motivating and inhibiting factors that educators use when considering the change from 
teacher to administrator, districts can create/develop methods to identify, recruit, and support new school 
administrators.  
 
The District is especially interested in research in the areas of: 
 Student Achievement (e.g., studies that: identify ways to close the achievement gap for 
minority students; analyze the effectiveness of a year-round school calendar, summer school 
programs, character education, or prevention programs; explore student safety issues; identify 
barriers to student achievement; determine the effectiveness of (the district) ILPs.)  
 School-to-Work (e.g., studies that: assess how well (district) graduates are prepared to enter 
college or workforce; examine the changes in community college entrance requirements and 
effects on admission for (district) graduates; assess if (district) curriculum is aligned with 
employer needs and expectations.)  
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 Multi-Cultural Issues (e.g., studies that: examine/explain student achievement by racial, 
ethnic or linguistic groups; assess (the district’s) instructional programs for English Language 
Learners; analyze discipline, suspension, and dropout rates by racial, ethnic, or linguistic 
groups.) 
 Changing Work Force Issues (e.g., studies that: examine comprehensive staff development; 
determine effective instructional coaching programs; examine the impact of new teachers and 
retaining teachers.)  
 
Potential benefits of this study to the District:   Addresses a significant changing workforce issue – 
the national principal shortage.  Has potential implications for identification, recruitment, training, and 
mentoring for new administrators.    
 
Overview Description of Methodology (include task requirements for individual subjects)   Web-
based survey given to all licensed staff.  The survey is designed to take less than 30 minutes to complete.  
 
Target Population: (Group to be studied or assessed): 
GROUP NUMBER 
NEEDED 
TIME 
(MIN/HRS) 
REQUIRED 
FROM 
SUBJECTS 
SPECIFIC 
CHARACTERIS
TICS OF GROUP  
(e.g. grade level, 
gender, special 
ed., etc.) 
Specific titles of 
SURVEYS, 
QUESTIONNAIRES, 
ASSESSMENTS, 
MEASUREMENTS, ETC. 
that subjects will be asked 
to complete 
Students     
Administrators     
Teachers All Licensed 
Teachers  
(n ≈ 4,700) 
Less than 30 
minutes 
none Factors that Motivate or 
Inhibit Educators' Pursuit 
of the Principalship (web 
based survey) 
Parents     
Other     
 
Specific description of existing district or school/staff or student data researcher wishes to access, including 
student demographic, behavioral, achievement (test scores, assessments), etc.  Release of student records is 
subject to approval.  A fee will likely be required to generate records.  
 Access to licensed staff through district email and the weekly Leadership Memo to recruit 
participation and informed consent in the study.      
 
Names of schools and/or departments where research will be conducted   All departments and 
schools where licensed staff are employed as classroom instructors or as “teachers on special assignment” 
such as instructional coaches, curriculum developers, assessment/research personnel, etc.    
 
Financial incentive or stipend(s)   none        
 
Special sampling requirements (specify)  none       
 
Space and equipment requirements   none        
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Describe type(s) of informed consent by subjects.  Indicate whether informed consent is active or passive 
for each subject group. Generally (the district) prefers active consent even if the researcher's human 
subjects review board has determined that active consent is not required.  Refer to the Application 
Requirements for sentences that should be included in consent letters for parents, students, and teachers. 
 Active Consent.  Licensed teachers will receive consent information in the research introductory 
letter and will be given the option of completing the survey or not.  Due to the online nature of the survey, 
respondents will remain anonymous   
 
Start Date   April 5, 2011   Completion Date  April 22, 2011 or April 29, 2011  
 
 
 Note that the external research process can take 8 to 12 weeks or longer, depending on the 
complexity of the application and the extent of district impact.   
 
 The review process will not begin until the application is complete.   Refer to "Research 
Application Checklist" for a list of documentation required.  
 
 During each school year, the deadline to submit an application for external research review 
is March 1
st
.   Any applications received after March 1
st
 will be processed for the following 
school year. 
 
 Applications submitted during the summer months will be reviewed after school begins in 
the fall. 
 
_______  (initial)  By signing below,  I confirm that I will use no research instruments and/or instructional 
materials including standardized tests, surveys, questionnaires, interview questions, observation protocols, 
etc. in the implementation of my research study other than those I have submitted to the External Research 
Review Committee.  
 
________ (initial) By signing below, I confirm that in the event I want to modify any aspect of this study, 
including schools/departments selected for the study, I will submit the modification(s) to the External 
Research Review Committee for review and approval before implementation begins. 
 
_______  (initial) By signing below,  I confirm that District students, staff, schools, or (the district) as a 
district will not be identified in any reports, publications, presentations, marketing/fundraising materials, 
etc. about this study.   
 
I agree to provide a copy of the completed study to (the district) for placement in the office of Instructional 
Data Services (mail copy of the completed study to same address as below). 
 
 
Signature __________________________________   Date _______________________ 
 
Printed Name of Applicant  Will Morton        
 
WHERE TO SEND APPLICATION MATERIALS 
 
Applicants should submit 5 complete sets of application materials to: 
 
External Research Review Committee 
XXXXXXX Public School District 
Instructional Data Services 
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Appendix D 
Cover Letter to Principals/Managers Sent Via Email 
Dear Principals/Managers, 
The purpose of this email is to request your licensed staff’s participation in a 
study on “Factors that Motivate or Inhibit Educators’ Pursuit of the Principalship.”  This 
study is designed to examine the factors and criteria that potential school leaders use 
when deciding whether or not to pursue a career in school leadership and will provide 
valuable information to school districts as they develop strategies to address the principal 
shortage.  This study is being conducted by Will Morton, current district principal and 
PhD candidate at the University of Denver.  The results of this study will be included in 
my final dissertation paper. 
This study has received preliminary approval from the district’s External 
Research Review Committee and is therefore an authorized study, however your 
participation as well as any participation by your licensed staff is completely voluntary. 
The study consists of an online survey which is designed to take between 20-30 
minutes to complete.  All responses are anonymous. 
If you wish to participate, please forward the following introductory/consent letter 
(included below and attached) to all of the licensed staff members in your school or 
department. 
If you or your teachers have questions, please contact me at (phone number) or 
Instructional Data Services at (phone number).  Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Will Morton 
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Appendix E 
Cover Letter/Email to Research Subjects 
 
DISSERTATION RESEARCH 
Factors That Motivate and Inhibit Educators to Apply for the Principalship 
 
Dear Licensed Teacher, 
You are invited to participate in a study that will examine the factors and criteria 
that potential school leaders use when deciding whether or not to pursue a career in 
school leadership.  In addition, this study is being conducted to fulfill the requirements of 
the degree Doctor of Philosophy at the Morgridge College of Education at the University 
of Denver.  The study is conducted by Will Morton.  Results will be used to complete my 
dissertation paper and to provide valuable information to school districts as they develop 
strategies to address the principal shortage.  This study has received preliminary approval 
from the district’s External Research Review Committee and is therefore an authorized 
study, however your participation is completely voluntary. 
The researcher, Will Morton can be reached at (phone number) or via email at 
wmorton@du.edu.  This project is supervised by dissertation advisor, Dr. Kent Seidel, 
Educational Administration Program, Morgridge College of Education, University of 
Denver, Denver, CO 80208, 303-871-2496, kent.seidel@du.edu. 
Participation in this study should take about 20-30 minutes of your time.  
Participation will involve responding to 28 questions including major demographic 
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information (race, gender, etc.), information about your current role and leadership 
experience, and your career intentions.  You will then be asked to rate a series of factors 
based on your level of incentive or barrier in pursuit of the principalship.  Finally, you 
will be asked to rank your top three motivating factors and your top three inhibiting 
factors before answering some more detailed questions about specific factors.  Your 
participation in this project is strictly voluntary.  The risks associated with this project are 
minimal.  If, however, you experience discomfort you may discontinue the survey at any 
time.  We respect your right to choose not to answer any questions that may make you 
feel uncomfortable.  Refusal to participate or withdrawal from participation will involve 
no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
No information is being collected that could be used to identify you individually.  
Your responses are anonymous.  Only the researcher will have access to the response 
data.  Any reports generated as a result of this study will generally use group averages 
and paraphrased wording, although direct quotes may also be used.  If your written 
responses to open-ended questions are used, any references that could permit identifying 
you will be removed.  Should any information contained in this study be the subject of a 
court order or lawful subpoena, the University of Denver might not be able to avoid 
compliance with the order or subpoena.  All data collected from this study will be stored 
securely on a disk and kept in a locked safe for 3 years after publication of the study, at 
which point the disk and data will be destroyed. 
If you have any concerns or complaints about how you were treated during the 
survey, please contact Susan Sadler, Chair, Institutional Review Board for the Protection 
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of Human Subjects, at 303-871-3454, or Sylk Sotto-Santiago, Office of Research and 
Sponsored Programs at 303-871-4052 or write to either at the University of Denver, 
Office of Research and Sponsored Programs, 2199 S. University Blvd., Denver, CO 
80208-2121. 
You may print and/or keep this letter for your records.  If you do not understand 
any part of the above statement, please ask the researcher any questions you have. 
Sincerely, 
Will Morton 
 
I have read and understood the foregoing descriptions of the study called 
“Factors That Motivate and Inhibit Educators to Apply for the Principalship.”  I have 
asked for and received a satisfactory explanation of any language that I did not fully 
understand.  I agree to participate in this study, and I understand that I may withdraw 
my consent at any time.  I have received a copy of this consent form. 
Please click on the link and take the survey if you understand and agree to the 
above. 
https://udenver.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_b41MVbRTKPRCzze 
 
 
 172 
Appendix F 
First Follow-Up Letter/Email to Principals/Managers 
Dear Principals/Managers, 
Last week, you received an email from me (Will Morton, Principal at (school 
name)), requesting your licensed staff’s participation in a study on “Factors that Motivate 
or Inhibit Educators’ Pursuit of the Principalship.”  If you have already forwarded the 
information about this study to your staff, thank you.  If you have not, this email serves as 
a gentle reminder asking you to take a moment to consider having your licensed staff 
participate. 
This study has received preliminary approval from the district’s External 
Research Review Committee and is therefore an authorized study, however your 
participation as well as any participation by your licensed staff is completely voluntary. 
This research is designed to examine the factors and criteria that potential school 
leaders use when deciding whether or not to pursue a career in school leadership and will 
provide valuable information to school districts as they develop strategies to address the 
principal shortage.  This study is being conducted by me, Will Morton, current principal 
and PhD candidate at the University of Denver.  The results of this study will be included 
in my final dissertation paper. 
The study consists of an online survey which is designed to take between 20-30 
minutes to complete (although, of the people that have responded so far, the median 
response time has been under 17 minutes).  All responses are anonymous. 
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The survey can be accessed at 
https://udenver.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_b41MVbRTKPRCzze or by copying and 
pasting the URL into a web browser. 
If you wish to participate, please forward the following introductory/consent letter 
(included below and attached) to all of the licensed staff members in your school or 
department. 
If you or your teachers have questions, please contact me at (phone number) or 
Instructional Data Services at (phone number).  I know that this is a very busy time of the 
school year, and I thank you for your time and support! 
Sincerely, 
 
Will Morton 
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Appendix G 
Second Follow-Up Letter/Email to Principals/Managers 
Dear Principals/Managers, 
Thank you for your assistance and support regarding your licensed staff’s 
participation in a study on “Factors that Motivate or Inhibit Educators’ Pursuit of the 
Principalship” these past couple of weeks.  This email is a final reminder (and my final 
notification, I promise!) that this survey will be closing at the end of the day this Friday, 
May 20, 2011.  If you have any interested staff that have not yet taken the survey, please 
remind them of this deadline. 
This study is being conducted by Will Morton, Principal at (school name) and has 
received preliminary approval from the district’s External Research Review Committee 
and is therefore an authorized study, however your participation as well as any 
participation by your licensed staff is completely voluntary.  The study consists of an 
online survey, which is designed to take between 20-30 minutes to complete.  All 
responses are anonymous. 
Once again, I am attaching the introductory/consent letter for you to forward to all 
of the licensed staff members in your school or department should you wish to 
participate. 
The survey can be accessed at 
https://udenver.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_b41MVbRTKPRCzze or by copying and 
pasting the URL into a web browser. 
If you or your teachers have questions, please contact me at (phone number) or 
Instructional Data Services at (phone number).  I know that this is a very busy time of the 
school year, and I thank you for your time and support! 
Sincerely, 
 
Will Morton 
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Appendix H 
Suggestions for Changes To the Principal’s Job Description – Responses From the 
Survey 
What changes to the principal's job description would you recommend, if any, 
that would make the job more enticing to you? 
 
Better training 
 More training in how to change culture and build collaborative communities. 
 
Bureaucracy/red tape 
 Keeping the main thing the main thing.  Filtering out the noise from various 
pressures and focus on the practices that would improve student learning at 
one's particular school. 
 Look at the position with children in mind first and as a business second. 
 Principals should be leaders for individual schools, teachers and staff, not 
have to deal with politics from district and state. 
 The impact of high stakes testing and accountability mandates has made this 
an extremely unattractive job for me.  Rather than being instructional leaders, 
principals seem to have become mouthpieces for district, state, and federal 
mandates, with increasingly diminished time spent pursuing educational 
leadership and innovative change within their buildings and communities. 
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 Cut the red tape – find ways to eliminate/reduce the Bureaucratic and Political 
barriers. 
 I miss the days of the deans, but the primary problem with the principal's job 
description center around the passing of SB191.  Principals, especially those 
in large schools, will have time to do nothing but observe and evaluate 
teachers.  That is not the experience I would wish to have as an administrator. 
 
Connection to classrooms and teachers 
 A principal must be a master teacher with lots of experience in the classroom. 
 A principal would truly be a visionary and work directly in classrooms and be 
a humanitarian. 
 I would like more of the focus of the principal to be on acting as an 
instructional leader and running the school and less on student discipline and 
after-school supervision. 
 I would prefer to be in a position that focuses primarily on academics and 
curriculum. 
 If I could be an Instructional Leader and not have to deal with discipline, 
politics and cranky parents, I might consider the role. 
 My belief is that one of the fundamental problems in education is that those 
who seek to be administrators do so because they CAN'T STAND being in a 
classroom with kids another year.  Principals would be more effective if they 
continued to teach. 
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 Principals should also be teachers--principal teachers. 
 Really, I can't imagine any changes to the job description.  However, I am 
interested in having more professionals from the district involved in teacher 
evaluations.  I think it would be beneficial for teachers to have more 
opportunities to get feedback of their teaching – it would be great to have 
more folks in our classrooms during the school year. 
 
District support 
 Absolute, well-intentioned, long-term collaboration between the administrator 
and his/her direct bosses...If a superintendent has an AGENDA or personal 
dislike for someone, then the relationships and success of the administrator 
will be poisoned and doomed to fail... 
 Better support from the district to do what the principal thought was best in 
their own school. 
 Consistent support from the principal's area administrators and the district 
administration 
 District mandates, especially those of mitigating litigation, need to be 
eliminated.  In fact, most District mandates are educationally 
counterproductive and hamper the efforts of a principal. 
 Increased use of district resources 
 Receive more support from district 
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Fewer meetings/responsibilities 
 It also seems to me that principals attend many meetings.  If I was hired as a 
principal, I would want to be highly visible in the school and in the 
classrooms to support my staff and the students in learning.  As instructional 
leader, a principal should spend some of his day instructing. 
 Less evening/weekend coverage for high schools.  They cover a ton of games 
and extracurricular events that would impact my ability to participate in those 
similar events for my own children. 
 Less hours at work.  Less paperwork and meetings at the district. 
 Less management and disciplinary responsibilities. More opportunity for 
instructional leadership. 
 Less responsibility - the principal has to answer to parents, teachers, students, 
community members, superintendents, teacher's union, etc. 
 Let principals run their schools, be in their schools, not spend all their time 
attending meetings. 
 More involvement in the school and less meetings outside of the school. 
Stronger understanding of curriculum and how it should be implemented in 
classrooms. 
 None-I think their job responsibilities are accurate and necessary, however I 
would change the amount of time per week they must engage in 
school/community activities 
 Not require the principal to attend every single meeting and event. 
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 Principals are pulled out of their buildings into meetings too often.  Having 
less demand of time to the central office and more time to focus on a building 
would be beneficial. 
 Reduce and simplify paperwork. 
 Testing and data collection...isn't that what a quality instructional coach is for? 
 The amount of time away from family, especially principals at the high school 
level. 
 The hours it takes to get all the paper work, evaluations, meetings (district and 
school) completed in a day. I understand that the hours for principal should be 
longer than the teachers but I see my current principal working from 6 am to 6 
pm every day. That is too long. 
 The requirements for community involvement for evening hours 
 You could not pay me enough to be a principal.  Way too many meetings and 
way too much pressure put upon the principals. 
 
More help 
 Add more assistant principals to the elementary level. 
 An assistant principal to do the discipline, but then I'd probably have to start 
there and I'm not sure I'd want to do that either. 
 An Elementary Principal 's job should be at least 2 if not 3 separate jobs.  
Academic advisor and coordinator, Staff/Building and Finance Director, 
Community Organizer 
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 Currently, there are far too many responsibilities assigned to far too few 
administrators.  Perhaps it is time to re-institute the position of Dean of 
Students at the high school level to help ease some of the burden of the job 
and allow administrators to focus on instructional improvement and 
innovation.  All elementary schools should have an assistant principal, not an 
instructional coach who does the role of an AP. 
 Having assistant principals in elementary buildings or more than one per 
building for support. 
 More support...APs in buildings, district level visits 
 Share responsibility for student discipline more evenly. 
 Shared Leadership in a functional school 
 Take student discipline out of it.  Allow principals to be managers only. 
 The addition of assistant principals in the district to deal with the 
overwhelming amount of work principals currently have. 
 The amount of disciplining would need to greatly decrease and the amount of 
collaborative problems solving and teaming with others to solve problems 
peacefully would greatly increase. 
 The need for a full time assistant principal at our school to support the 
principal. 
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Pay 
 At the high school level where I teach, the principal and assistant principals 
work ridiculous hours, put up with ridiculous amounts of paperwork and 
bureaucracy, and get paid incommensurate for their work compared to those 
in the private sector.  A salary of less than $150,000 is inadequate if principals 
are doing their jobs well.  A total comp/benefit package should include 
bonuses.  Assistant principals, likewise, should receive total comp/benefit 
packages and bonuses of at least $90,000. 
 Higher salary and better support system 
 More job security.  Due to the level of responsibility and the time commitment 
of a principalship, a larger pay increase (more than 5%) would make it more 
enticing.  As my answers above state, those are not the biggest barriers. 
 Pay more 
 
Test scores 
 Change title to Headmaster, split the budgeting role to a regional manager, Do 
away with current focus on test scores and all the implications for evaluating 
teachers based on their student's performance on tests 
 CSAP score pressure ought to fall on the district as much or more than on 
principals/buildings. 
 Eliminate incentive pay based on student achievement 
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 It seems to me that principals have to both address the individual needs of 
their school population while also enforcing many district policies that 
interfere with those goals.  I would want principals to be able to be somewhat 
autonomous of the district in how their staffs work together to ensure student 
achievement.  For instance, there are so many district-required assessments 
without enough time to process results to drive instruction.  Principals should 
be allowed to decide with their staffs which assessments and how many 
should be given each year so they can use the data to the benefit of the 
students. 
 
Nothing/no suggestions 
 I can't see any changes that would make me want to be a principal. I became 
an educator to teach – I love it, I'm good at it, and what I do makes a positive 
difference in my students, school, and community. 
 I do not want to be a principal. 
 I don't have any recommended changes. 
 I don't think anything would motivate me to do that. 
 Just not interested!  I love what I do and have for more than 45 years! 
 No changes in the job description... but changing some of the unchangeable 
circumstances... 
 None 
 None- I never want to be a principal. 
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 None. 
 None. I came from private industry. If I wanted to put in that many hours I'd 
go back to private industry and be making a lot more than a principal with 
fewer headaches. 
 Nothing would make the job enticing to me. 
 Nothing. 
 Nothing. There's not enough money in the world... 
 There is nothing that would make it more appealing.  These people generally 
have very little knowledge about what happens in the classroom, they make 
very little difference in the life of most students, they are overpaid bureaucrats 
 
Other 
 Having all teachers step up to the plate and work in the best interest of the 
students and not be undermining - again in my perfect world :-) 
 Having parents accept that their students aren't perfect and not blaming every 
problem on the school and the people there - that won't happen :-) 
 I would be more interested in a leadership position if it were actually possible 
to make team decisions in schools and for those teams to be mutually 
accountable for the outcomes of the school performance year. 
 I would gladly be a principal if the climate of the job was different. I witness 
my principal dealing with one negative situation after another all day long. 
How do principals handle the constant negativity? How can principals have 
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more opportunities for positive contact with students, parents, staff, district, 
community, and government? How do we bring the joy of learning and the 
creativity of teaching into the principal's office? 
 The Chronological Age of the applicant is IRRELEVANT! (an underlying job 
descriptor) 
 Would depend on the specific job description however, a specific description 
of the effect of standardized test scores and how they would affect evaluation. 
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Appendix I 
 
Additional Comments from Respondents regarding their Interest in or Opposition 
to the Field of Educational Administration 
Please provide any additional comments you wish to add regarding your interest 
in (or opposition to) the field of educational administration. 
 
 Again, politics at school and state levels prohibit change. Hands are tied for 
teachers, administrators and principals to produce highly efficient staff. 
Consequences for students are prohibited because of fear's losing jobs. 
 Alternative paths to principal licensure should be more readily available and 
supported by CDE and school districts. 
 Although I enjoy my current position, I would consider a principalship 
position if I found a school district that supported my views. 
 Although I think I’m capable, there is no way I would want to be a principal 
for the pay vs. work that they do. 
 As a first year teacher, I am facing the prospect of making less and less money 
over the next few years.  Becoming a principal seems that it may be my only 
prospect for upward financial mobility at this time. (Edited to preserve 
anonymity) 
 As one gains experience within the educational field, one also gains insight 
into what has been successful overtime and what has not been successful, 
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when looking at administrative leaders of quality successful schools. Let's 
learn from mismanagement and move forward with new insights! 
 Eliminating Assistant Principal positions has removed the opportunity to be 
mentored on-the-job by successful colleagues.  Personally, I would rather 
have applied for an elementary AP position so I could collaborate with a 
colleague and hone my administrative skills through that position.  There are 
very few AP positions available at the elementary level.  HS and MS assistant 
principals typically deal with discipline as their main focus.  Disciplining 
students, particularly preteens, is perhaps my least favorite responsibility.  I 
would prefer to partner with a colleague on implementing best practices in 
that school, and leave discipline as a necessary evil but not a sole 
responsibility. 
 I am a teacher, but I was an advertising and marketing executive for years 
before I started a teaching career.  I understand the relationship of 
money/value to work.  While teachers' pay is nothing to cheer about, high 
school administrators, I think, have even less reason to cheer.  If we want to 
improve education, demand for better educators has to be matched with 
appropriate remuneration.  (Edited to preserve anonymity) 
 I am an incredible teacher and have a dream job teaching gifted and high-
achieving kids.  I enjoy the leadership positions among my peers, but do not 
want to be a principal at any time.  I love the classroom.  Also, I hate dealing 
with kids who make bad choices.  I also hate dealing with parents. 
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 I am happy with my teaching job. I am nearing the end of my career and 
somehow the time for pursuing an administrative license has slipped by all too 
fast. The improvement in salary would not be that much and I might even 
have to take a pay cut. Not worth it. Plus I am just not interested in taking on 
the added amount of stress. 
 I am still considering the principal licensure avenue.  The 
professional/personal challenge is very appealing, as is a number of other 
aspects of administration; however, I love my current job and would miss the 
daily student contact. 
 I am very interested; however, I have two young children.  I have a secondary 
teaching license and a K-12 counseling license.  I have done both jobs.  I 
would like to go back to school for an administrative license as well, but need 
to invest the next several years to my own children.  I also do not have the 
support of my spouse--another teacher.  (Edited to preserve anonymity) 
 I believe some changes should be made in the support and evaluation system 
for principals. Too many principals don't do their jobs well and are left 
unsupported.  All of the growth accountability is being placed on teachers... 
this should also be placed on principals.  I feel there is a strong disconnect 
between principals and their staff and students.  I see the role of principal as 
being that of the one who runs the business end of the building and not the 
leader in driving strong educational strategies and instruction.  If this position 
shifted, I would possibly consider a position someday. 
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 I believe that because few Colorado districts allow for 'organized' associations 
for administrators, those in admin positions are susceptible to less job security 
than 'regular' licensed educators...Pretty much 'at will' in most districts... 
 I believe that elementary level principals need more support such as assistant 
principals. 
 I can't afford to go back to school or I would already have my admin license.  
Whenever I think I can afford a program, something comes up and I need the 
money I saved for school to survive.  I still want to get into a program that 
will allow me to get my license. 
 I could not imagine the workload involved in going back to school while 
currently teaching in the classroom.  The impact would be too great on my 
family at this point in my children's lives. 
 I decided not to seek a principal's license because of the need to "put out fires" 
continually and the added stress caused on family and personal health. 
 I feel that education as a whole is on an extreme downturn. There is very little 
respect for teachers, counselors, administrators by communities, board 
members, and the general population as a whole. I would not want to take on 
the responsibility of a principal due to the budget outlook for districts in the 
next few years. It is a sad time for education, and I would not recommend 
anyone go into the field until the economy and outlook on public education 
changes. 
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 I feel that in many cases, but not all, administration is the career path that 
ineffective teachers use to secure a higher pay and some job security. "Those 
who can't teach become administrators." In addition, I think many of our 
schools have too many administrators, and often times these administrators 
end up "delegating" their responsibilities back to the teachers in the classroom 
to afford them less job responsibilities. 
 I feel there needs to be a committee formed in every district that goes in and 
finds elementary teacher, middle school teacher and high school teachers that 
are interested in becoming a principal and these individuals are trained for that 
level. Being an elementary school teacher doesn't make you a good principal 
for a middle school. Middle school teachers get middle school and should be 
prompted and trained for middle school principal. Keep the teachers at their 
level as they become principals. Plus there needs to be more support for and 
training for principals at the district level. I feel principals are asked to do 
certain things with no support from the district. 
 I have experienced mostly competent, compassionate and well-intended 
administrators thus far.  I, however, love working with children; it makes my 
soul sing! 
 I have no desire to leave the classroom.  It is where I thrive.  I would not want 
to be demoted to administration. 
 I have not been encouraged to pursue a leadership position by my current 
supervisor, and that backing seems to be required to make the transition into 
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an internship-type program in this county.  I would love to have a more 
involved administrator whose opinions, skills, and decisions I can respect.  I 
see administrators with little or no teaching experience, which seems crazy to 
me! 
 I have some level of interest, but throughout the years, I've noticed that there 
are many coaches and central staff with admin licenses, but they seldom get 
hired into principalships, even when they go through the District cohort.  
(Edited to preserve anonymity) 
 I left a high paying job in the business sector to become a teacher.  More 
money is not an enticement for me.  I love watching the growth of my 
students too much to leave the classroom.  Teaching children how to read and 
write is my passion and being part of administration is not where I would like 
to be. 
 I look forward to moving into administrative role in the future. I will be a 
challenging position, but I feel it will also be very worthwhile and needed. 
 I resent that the current cuts in the district included only nine admin. positions 
but 134 teaching and 50 support positions. 
 I see no reason for leaving the classroom to put up with the aggravations that 
principals and assistant principals endure.  Furthermore, many left the 
classroom for administration for money and/or because they wanted out of the 
classrooms.  Their salaries are not adequate enough to draw me out of the 
classroom. 
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 I think administrators are often but not always sellouts and can't get out of the 
classroom where the real work is done fast enough. I understand that money is 
the draw which only shows how poorly the whole education profession is 
paid. I think 5 years of classroom teaching should be required of all people 
seeking administrative positions. 
 I think I pursued my licensure not only for educational administration but 
possibly other leadership opportunities besides just a principalship. 
 I was an AP for X years (while single) and a principal for X years (married 
with a small child).  Nothing has been more devastating to my ability to have 
balance in my life.  Sometimes I never even saw my kid (awake) at all 
between Tuesday and Friday.  This was not acceptable.  The other big struggle 
is being middle-management.  The children you see are the worst-behaved.  
The parents you see are the angriest.  And you are given the job of taking 
district initiatives, whether you are philosophically aligned with them or not, 
and passing them down to teachers.  Finally, professional development is a 
struggle when the audience is college-educated and already working 50 or 
more hours per week.  Not the most receptive audience.  Thanks for listening!  
(Edited to preserve anonymity) 
 I will never be an administrator. 
 I would be more interested if there wasn't political backlash from the talking 
heads.  Principals  and Assistant Principals try to run their buildings (if they 
are competent) but often decision are overridden because the talking heads 
 192 
don't want to upset the community or specific parents even if it is the right 
decision to be made.  If I were ever running a building, I would expect to be 
hired based on my decision-making skills and I would expect those decisions 
to be supported. 
 I would like to see positive change in our school with consequences to non-
efficient teachers and staff. 
 I would much prefer to become an area coordinator for special education or go 
back to school for a doctoral degree in clinical psychology and private 
practice. These are more closely aligned with my skills and interests. I love 
supporting my principals, but the degree of stress and loss of family time is 
just not something I'm willing to compromise and I don't do anything half-
way. 
 I'm actually fairly neutral about pursuing educational administration.  I really, 
really love being a classroom teacher and I'm highly satisfied with my career.  
At this point, I do not have the desire to pursue an administrative license or 
position.  We’ll see what the distant future brings. 
 In the 1980's, there were very few women in administrative positions. I 
interviewed many times for leadership positions and just missed being hired 
because a man was hired.  I have moved to Colorado from my home state and 
find that the "good old boy" system still is pervasive, although it is not gender 
based.  Now I am considered an outsider and would not be hired since I was 
not born and raised in Colorado. 
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 It is a very thankless job most of the time and you need to deal with grumpy 
parents most of the time instead of supportive ones. 
 Lack of direct contact with students is one reason I would not pursue 
principalship. Also, amount of meetings and paperwork! 
 No additional comments. 
 Not interested in admin. 
 Nowhere in your survey do you speak about the lack of competence in the 
field.  I was very interested in becoming a principal in my early years of 
teaching; but after decades of working for ineffective principals and after 
watching numerous unqualified teachers become principals.... I realized that 
the main skill needed to be and succeed as a principal is to be a follower, a 
person who does not rock the boat.  A person who nods their head in 
accordance with the folks at the administrative building. 
 One issue that I see with field of educational administration is the need for 
principals to have experience in classroom instruction in the area in which 
they work (i.e.:  principals should have classroom teacher experience, and 
administrators should have classroom teacher and principal experience).  
Another issue is that of principals who have no background in the settings in 
which they lead.  For example, GT schools should have principals with GT 
background and ESL/Dual Language/Bilingual schools should have 
background and education in those areas as well. It is very disheartening for 
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highly trained classroom teachers to work with administrators who do not 
understand instruction for special needs groups. 
 Over the years, more and more responsibility has been added to a principal's 
job.  It is a never-ending and most often thankless job by the staff and the 
community.  This is a sad trend because it is a critical role in the school 
environment. 
 P.S I took your survey on the off chance that it might want to examine reasons 
why great teachers do not become principals. 
 Politics tend to hinder applying for administrative positions.  During the times 
I applied and was accepted to the principal pool, I was stunned by not only 
which competitors were offered positions, but that I wasn't even offered the 
opportunity to interview for the same jobs.  I received one interview in X 
years and came in second place.  I have a significant amount of experience in 
educational leadership and should have been offered the opportunity to 
compete.  My supervisors encouraged me to apply for those principalships as 
they had much faith in my abilities. 
 Pursuing principal positions in the district is too political. 
 Right now, I am in the middle of raising my family and am working.  I may 
take on a big challenge in the future as they head off to college.  Who knows 
what I will do??  (Edited to preserve anonymity) 
 Salary freezes make it hard to justify the amount of money spent to pursue a 
master’s degree with principal license. 
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 See above.  In my experience, administrators, including principals, assistant 
principals and "teachers on special assignment" and "curriculum specialists" 
pursue their positions because they want to stay in education (it's impractical 
to change careers entirely!) but they can't stand being in the classroom any 
longer.  I have never worked with an administrator who was a successful 
teacher or a teacher who loved teaching.  This is not good. 
 So much time is spent on things that make no relative impact -an angry parent 
who went to administration, a parent suing the school over a kid's fistfight, a 
teacher grievance. 
 Society is getting more rude and sues more. I see public servants like 
principles being more and more a lightning rod for an increasingly negative 
and unstable society. I will not put myself in that job at this point in our 
history. 
 Sorry if this offends you, but - you asked. 
 Thank goodness for Strategic Compensation which will allow teachers to stay 
in the classroom and still make more money. 
 The amount of time involved - workday, week, and year - are a detraction as I 
have a baby at home. It would be impossible to do the job of principal well 
and feel like I had enough time at home with my family. 
 The part I most enjoy about my job is my positive interactions with students 
on a daily basis. I was intentional when I selected this profession with 
teaching as my primary role in my work. I wouldn't want to give that up to 
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pursue a job that involves more administration and limited opportunities for 
instruction. I could see changing to teach another age or subject, but not to 
give up teaching altogether. 
 The principal job is too big for one person to do.  There should be a CEO type 
principal who manages budget, scheduling, etc. and a curriculum principal 
who focuses on instruction, evaluations, professional development, etc.  It 
should be broken into two positions 
 The Shuffle of the Lemons needs to end.  If an administrator is not effective, 
the district should remove that administrator because there are those of us that 
are trying to become administrators that are currently being slowed down by 
lame duck administrators. We all know they exist, but the leadership at the 
district level is reluctant to remove these people from their roles.  Perhaps SB 
191 will provide the motivation to make this happen.  (Edited to preserve 
anonymity) 
 The size of the school - the smaller the school the easier management duties 
might be (elementary vs. high) 
 There is no way I'd want to be a principal for the amount of hours and stress 
that you have compared to the salary and other benefits that come with the 
job. 
 This is a prominent issue for me.  In the past, I was encouraged to pursue an 
administrative position when I was asked to fill an administrative role for the 
school in an emergency situation.  Now that time has gone by, and I have 
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transitioned back into my role, the support is not there as much.  Second, if I 
were to pursue an opening for Assistant Principal or Principal, I would be 
working extra days a year and earning about $4000.00 more while taking on 
all the extra duty (time), responsibility and stress.  I would also lose my 
seniority and safety in my teaching contract if I were to elevate to an admin 
role.  With additional budget cuts pending, I possibly could be cut in the 
future.  The biggest issue is the time this role would take me away from my 
family.  My spouse is a Principal and I know the amount of time it takes from 
a family.  To have two in that role would be a detriment to our kids.   If 
offered a position now, I do not think I would take it.  (Edited to preserve 
anonymity) 
 Was highly interested approximately 5-years ago but am not currently 
interested because of observed stress level of current principal and also the 
observation that most Principal's I have meet are the embodiment of the "Peter 
Principle", they have risen to the level of their incompetence.  I am not sure I 
could work with those who I would not respect. 
 We should do away with principals, we should have a headmaster who still 
teaches (but has fewer sections, or a partner in the class), Discipline and 
attendance can be handled by Deans with collaboration from counselors and 
behavior folks already in the buildings and Deans and headmasters should all 
be on the teacher's pay scale 
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 I would only consider principalship if hours did not affect family life to such a 
large degree.  Too many roadblocks and bureaucracy in the way of making 
any significant change. 
 You should ask if the concept of a school principal that is accountable only to 
district administration is a good idea.  The survey assumes a particular 
paradigm.  Of course, this is a dissertation, which does not seek solutions to 
problems. 
